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; CONSIDERATIONS 


| $I. | 


$8 


On ig Principal 
Objections and Arguments 


Which have been Publiſh'd a oainſt 
Mr. Locks Eſlay of Humane On- 
| yorRncing: 


T is no Diſparagement, I conceive, tO 
any. Book, nor an Attributing more to 
Mr. Locks Eſſay of Humane Underſtand- 

ing, than ic moſt juſtly deſerves, ro fay, 
. That Eſſay is a Book the beſt Adapted 
of any I know, to ſerve the Intereſt of Truth, 

Natural, Moral, and Divine : And that it is the 


[| moſt Worthy, moſt Noble, and beſt Book I 
|| ever read, excepting thoſe which were writ by 
Perſons Divinely inſpir'd. "This excellent Trea-, -_ 


riſe having been 'publifhed ſeveral Years, and 


Il received chrovgh' al the Learned World with _ ' 
very great. Approbation, by thoſe who under- ©. 4 


ſtood p——_ a + VOY on cry. was at laſt, all 
OY 
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_ onthe ſudden, raiſed againſt ic here at Home. 


| "There was, no donbt, ſome reaſon or other 


| why ſo many hands ſhould be employed k j1 , 


tion, which put them all in motion, may, per- 
- haps, continue a long time a Secret. Several 
\ Perſons have diſcovered their Inclination to find 


# 


at the ſame time, to Attack and Batter. this . 
Eſſay ;_ tho' what was. the weighty conſidera- 


_ "fault with this Treatiſe, by nibbling ar ſeveral 
© paſſages in ie, which it appearsthey. did not-un- | 
- - derſtand, andconcerning which they have been. 


-\z at a loſs how to expreſs themſelves Intelligibly. 
' Some have ſpoken handſomly of the. Author, 
_ others have treated that Incomparable Gentleman 


Profeflion of the Chriſtian Religion, and ſeem 
' to pride themſelves. in being ot the Clergy of 
| the Church of Erg/ayd. But whatever Repu- 
| * Tation may accrue to them on cither of thoſe 

| _ accounts, their Condud doth not contribute-any 


thing to the 
. other | T2 
| © $I. The principal Paſlages in this excellent 
Treatiſe, which have been inſiſted on as faulcy, 
are theſe two : Firſt, Certainty of Knowledge is, 
| - Po perceive the Agreement or Diſagreement of Ideas, 
as expreſſed m any Propoſition, Ths (faith 


E : - 


tain of the Truth of any Progefition. E 


* 


— Humane Underſtanding, B. 4. c. 6.4 3-- Se- 
| _ condly, We beve the 1deas of Matter and Think- 
| ug, but poſſibly never be able to know, whether 

tf. * any meer natural Being thinks or no; it being im- 

$ Poſſible for us, by the contemplation of our b 94 

: gh Ideas, 
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with a rudeneſs peculiar to fone, who make a 


Honour either of the one or of the 


Mr. Lock) we wſually call Knowing, or _ Cer- | 
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Ideas, without Revelation, to diſcover whether Om- 
nipotency bas not given to ſome Syſtems of Matrer 
fitly diſpoſed, a power to perceive and think, or elſe | 
| joined and fixed to Matter ſo diſpoſed, a thinking 
| immaterial Subſtance : It being, in reſpe& of our 
- Notions, not much more remote from our compreben- 
fron $0 conceive, that God can, if be pleaſes, ſuper- 
add to our Idea of Matter a faculty of thinking, 
than that he ſhould ſuper-add to it another ſubſtance, 
with a facalty of thinking ; ſince we know "not 
wherein thinking conſiſts, nor to what ſort of Sub- 
ſtances the Almighty bas been pleaſed to give that 
power, which cannot be in any created Being, but” 
| meerly by the good pleaſure and bounty of the Creator. 
Effay, &c. B.4.c.3.94 6. To which I will 
add, the better to ſhew Mr. Lock*s ſenſe, the fol- 
towing words, which he immediately ſubjoyns | 
on this occaſion ; which thoſe, who have thoughe 
fic to except againſt what he fays here, have 
thought fir always to omit, ' how fairly I will. 
not fay. Mer. Lock's following words are, ' For 1 
fee no contradittion in it , that the firſt Eternal think- 
mpg Being, or Omnipetent Spirit, fhould, if be plea- 
fed, give to certain Syſtems of created ſenſeleſs 
| Matter, put together as he thinks fit, ſome degrees 
of ſenſe, perception and thought ; tho, as I chink, 
T have proved, lib. 4. C. Io. it is no leſs than a con- 
fradiftion to ſuppoſe Matter (which is evidently i*n 
its own nature void. of ſenſe and thought) ſhould be 
that Eternal firſt thinking Being, . 
$ TH. Againſt the firſt paſſage, wiz. Certainty 
of Knowledge, 3s to perceive the Agreement or Diſ- 
apreement of Ideas, as expreſſed in any Propoſition. 
here WCC exhibited ; Firſt, =» 
Do . p 7-7 np 
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the Propoſition is not true, In conſequence of 
which, the way of Ideas is condemned as no way 


at.all to Certainty, or Knowledge ; and in oppoſt- 


tion to the way of Ideas, we are told, That to 
argue or make Inferences from-Maxims, is the 


way to Knowlkage or Certainty. Secondly , That 


the Propoficion is inconſiftent with, pax of dan- 
gerous conſequence to the Articles of FOCCAII/FLas 


gk | 
_SIV. Firſt, Ir is faid that the Propoſition is 


nor-true. Now, in oider to make a right deter- 
mination, whether the Propotition be true or. 
no, it may be fic to conſider in what the Truth 


_ of a Propoſition doth conſiſt : For, I ſuppoſe it 
will be allowed, that our being certain of, or 
knowing the Truth of a Propoſition, doch con- 


Git in our perceiving that wherein the truth of 


the Propoſicion doth conſiſt 5 otherwiſe we may 


know, or be certain, that a Propoſition is true, 
tho” it be not true, which carries ſuch a ſound 
with it, 1 conceive few will be ambitious to 
grant it, whatever way they take to attain to 
Certainty. The truth of a Propoſition conſiſts 
in words being ſo put together in the Propoſition, as 
exadily to expreſs the agreement or diſagreement of 


the Ideas they ſtand 'for, as really it is. This 


Mr. Lock calls Certainty of Truth, juſt before 
thoſe words in his Bock which are pretended 
to be faulty. This paſſage I take for granted, 
wiil be permitted to paſs for true, not only be- 
cauſe no objz&ion hath been ſtarted againſt it, 
after ſo ſtrict a ſcrutiny, to find out ſomething 


from whence. a colour might be taken, to give 


the Book an ill Name, but becauſe otherwiſe i it 
muſt 
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TY. 
tho” it is not true ; or tho! the agreement or 


which make up the Propoſition, is not ſuch as 
the Propoſition doth expreſs. And if. the truth 
of a Propoſition doth conſiſt in-what hath been 
related, it is moſt evident chat our being certain 
of, or knowing the truth of a Propoſition, muit 


which the words, which make up the Propo- 
ſition {or of which the Propoſition doth con» 
ſilt) do ſtand, do fo agree, or diſagree, as the 
Propoſition doth expreſs. For there is no way, 
by which we can attain to be certain, or to 


as the Propoſition doth declare they do, but by 
perceiving that they do ſo agree, or dilagree, 
unleſs certainty, or knowledge of the truth of 
Propoſitions, may be had without percep:5on, or 


ted. And if ic may be had, without percei- 
ving the truth of what is expreſſed, perception 
is of ſo little moment, or uſe to certainty, or 
knowledge, that thoſe who can digeſt that No- 


[tion, may eaſily be of the opinion, That Mat- 


rer conſidered meerly as an extended, bulky, 
figur'd Subſtance, may be certain of, or know 


the truth of Propolitions, tho' ic cannot think 
or perceive. This I ſuppoſe may ſuffice, to ma- 


ifeſt that Mr. Lock's Propoſition is true; and 
conſequently, that the way of Ideas is a f::re, 


nd indeed the only way to Certainty or. Know- 
ledge, fo far as Men are capabie of attaining to 
know the rructh of Propoſitions, Yet becauſe 
-y D' 1 another 


muſt be owned, that a Propoſition may be true 


diſagreement of the Ideas, ſignified- by the terms 


conſiſt in our perceiving that the Ideas, for 


know that the Ideas do ſo agree, or diſagree, 


without perceiving the truch of what is exprel- 
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king or drawing Inferences from Maxims, I 


ſition it hath to the way of Ideas. But ſeveral 


 Maxims, and place Self-evident Propoſitions in 


_ poſition doth conſiſt, have ſuch a conneQion 


. as. the Propoſition doth expreſs ; for tho' the 
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another way to Certainty or Knowledge is pro- 
poſed in oppoſition to the way. of Ideas, viz. 
The way of Maxims, or of Arguing, and mia- 


will briefly conſider that way, and what oppo: 


Propoſitions, commonly reputed and looked on 
as Maxims, being not true, unleſs taken"in a 
very limited ſenſe, I will change the: term 


its room. Now Self evident Propoſitions have 
this in common with other Propoſitions, That 
they conſiſt of Words, which ſtand for Ideas. 
And there is no way, by which a Perſon can 
be certain, or: know: the truth of a Propoſition, 
we call Self-evident, but by perceiving that the 
Ideas, ſignified by the words of which the Pro- 


or agreement, or repugnancy, or diſagreement, 


Propoſition be ſuch, that no other Idea is need- 
tu), or can be made uſe of to help any Man 


— SH. ERIE _—— "— a. th. Fre I AD ee 


to a certainty, or knowledge, that the Propo- 
fition is true, becauſe the Ideas ſignified by the 
words, have, by an immediate compariſon of 


them, a viſible agreement, or diſagreement, yet 


no Perſon. can be certain, or can know that the 
Propofition is true, who does not perceive that 
the Ideas, fhenified by the terms of which the 
Propoſition doth confift, do ſo agree, or dif 
agree, as the Propofition doth expreſs. No 
Can. it be ſaid to be a Selt.evident Propoſition 


to him who doth not perceive that the Ideas dq 
ſo agree; or diſagree, as the a de 
Clare 


= mk jy eo 4 A = = mam, A ma ©... mu eas we. a 


| the former Propoſition is true. | Tf the Propo- 
ſition he would 


clares they do. And if there can be no way, 
by which Perſons can attain to be certain of che 
crath'of thoſe Propoſitions: we call Szlf-evident, 
but this of perceiving the agreement or dila- 
greement of Ideas, as exprefied in them,” the 
only way, by which we can attain to know the 
truth of other Propoſitions, muſt be that of com- 
paring Ideas, that being the only way whereby 
we can attain to perceive their agreement or 
diſagreement, , ' 


% 


'$V. A Perſon's being certain of the truth 


of a Propoſition we call Self-evident, doth nor 
make him know the truth of another Propofi- 
tion. It may be a great help to his attaining to 
know the truth of other Propoſitions, butit 
will not contribute wy other way to his being 
_ of the truth of other Propoſitions, than 
as it helps him to perceive that the agreement, 


or diſagreement of the Ideas, ſignified by the 


words which make up thoſe. Propoſitions, is 
ſuch as the Propoſitions expreſs. He that knows 
the truth of a Self-evident Propofition, may, by 
the help of that Propoſition, eaſily attain to be 
certain of the truth of . another Propoſition, 
which hath an immediate conne@ion with it ; 


©| but his knowledge of the truth of the latter Pro- 
| poſition, will conſiſt in his perceiving that the 
Ideas, fignified by the words of which it con- 
] ſiſts, have ſuch agreement, or diſagreement, as 
| the Propoſition doth expreſs : For, if he does. 


not perceive that, he cannot be certain that the 
Propoſition is true, tho' he is moſt certain that 


know the truth of, ' be ſome» 
ts: what 
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what remote from the Self evident Propoſition, 
by the means of which he may attain to know 


the cruth of it, -/he-muſt make uſe. of interme- 


diate Ideas 2 And: whether the proceſs be from 
the Propoſition to be proved, : to the Self-evidenc 
Propoſition, or from . the Self-evident Propoſi- 


ti n tothat;he would know the eruth of, all the 


intermediace Ideas muſt have a Self evident 


_ agreement, or difagreement, with one another, 


throughout the whole train of the Argumenta- 


rion: "And this agreement, or diſagreement, 


muſt, all along, in every ſtep be perceived,' or 


certainty of the.truth, of the Propoſition ta, be 


proved, canniot be obtained. - If any one of the 


intermediate Ideas, have :not. a Self-evidenc 


agreement, or diſagreement, with thoſe next | 
pnto it; or if it have ſuch agreement or dif- 
ag/eement with them, but. the Perſon” who 
would know the truth of the Propoefition doth 
not prceive it; his knowledge will unavoidably 
ſtop there, and cannot poflibly proceed any 
further, any more than the parts of a Chain can 
hang together, when one of the Links.is broken 


and loſt ; or than a Perſon can from One, make 


up the Numter Fives and yer leave out either | 
2, 3, or 4 This I take co be demonſtratively 
certain, unleſs Certainty or Knowledge may be 
had wichout Perception. Perhaps it will be 
pretended; that we come to Certainty or Know- 


ledge, not. by perceiving the agreemert or dif- 


agreement of Jdeas;: but by Inferring, or ma- 
king Rational Deductions from known Self- 


evident Principles, --or Propofitions. To this I 
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any thing, or makes a Rational DeduRion , does 
not do it, that by that means he may attain to 
Certainty or Knows but that he may afliſt 
and help others to. that Knowledge or Cortaley 
he hath already obtained, by laying before them, 
ina train of Propaſigipns, the connedtion of all 
the intermediate [:lg; whereby the firſt and 
"together. For a Perſon to 
make a deduction Rationally, doth ſuppoſe his 
being Certain, or Knewing, or perceiving that 


what he deduces,- hath ſuch an agreement or 


difagreement, with the Propoſitions from which 


he dath deduce it, as his Inference doth expreſs. 


If a Man will infer, and make deductions Ra- 


tionally, he muſt- antecedently perceive the. 
| agreement, or diſagreement, of the Ideas about 


which he is concerned, otherwiſe he can have 


no reaſon to make Deduttions : And if he does 


make DeduRions, and they prove to be Ratio- 


nal, it is meerly by chance that they doſo.; and 
he cannot be properly 1aid to have made them "of 


Rationally. If a Man will infer, and make. 
DeduRions at all Adventures, before he can be 
Certain that his Inferetces are true, he muſt ex- 
amine them, and compare the Ideas in the Pro- 


proſitions from which he hath deduced them. 
He cannot be certain that his Inferences, confi- 
der'd barely as Propoſitions, are (rue, any other 


way, than by perceiving that the Ideas, ſigni- 
fied by the wo of which they conſiſt, do o 
agree, or diſagree, as thoſe Propoſitions exprels. | 


He cannot be certain that they are true, conſi- 


der'd as Inferences, any her way than by per- 
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_ to begrounded on the laſt words of 
| Propoſition, viz. As expreſſed in any Propoſition. 
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haye wich the Propofitions from which they 


were deduced. Inferring, and making De- 
dudions, ſeems not to me to be the only way 
to Certainty, but comparing Ideas, which is 
the only way to perceive cheir agreement or 
diſagreement. And Self*Evident Principles, or 
Propoſitions, . and the uſe hat can be made of 
them to help ns to Certainty, are ſo far from 
baving any oppoſition to the way of Ideas, that 
neither their Truth can be known, nor any Pro- 
ficable Uſe (with reſpe& to Truth) be made of 
them, but by the way of Ideas. ei 
_ & VL. The ſecond Charge preduced' againit 
this Propoſition, is, That it is of dangerous 
conſequence to, and inconſiſtent with che Ar- 
ticles of the Chriſtian Faith. This Charge ſeems 
r. Lock's 


Now ſome Propoſitions come to us by Divine 
Revelation ; and fevera] of cheſe Propoſitions 

are ſuch, we cannot perceive by comparing the | 
Ideas, fignify'd by the words of which they 
confiſt, that they do fo agree or diſagree, as the 
Propoſitions do expreſs. It follows therefore, 
from Mr. Lock's Propofition, that we cannot be 
certain of, or know the Truth of thoſe Propo- 
fitions ; -and this is ſaid to be inconſiftent with, 
or of dangerous confequence to the Articles of 
the Chriſtian Faith, buc I cannot underſtand for 
what reaſon it is ſaid to be ſo. For as the truth 
of all Propoſitions, come they to us by what 
way 1oever, conſiſts in what hath been before 
tioned, {o.our being certain of, or knowing 


thet truth: of_any Propoſition, let ic come to us 
| "oe 
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by what way foever, muſt. confiſt in that, 
wherein our being certain of, or kaowing the 
truth of any Propoſition doth confiſt : For the 
way how a Propoſition is brought to. us, doth 
not alcer its nature, conſider'd as a Propoſition, 
' nor the nature of Certainty, or Knowledge, 
which are fixed, and unchangeable, and always 
the ſame, and therefore cannot make Certain-: 
ty, or Knowledge of its truth, to confilt in any 
thing, but what Certainty or Knowledge of the 
trach of a Propofition, brought to us ſome other 
way, doth conſiſt in. If it ſhall now be asK'd, 
Whether, ſeeing there are certain Propoſitions 
which come to us by Divine Revelation, and 
we Cannot perceive that the agreement or dil- 
_ epreement of the Ideas, ſignify'd by the words 
in thoſe Propoſitions, is ſuch as the Propoſitions 
expreſs, Mr. Lock's Propoſition is not incon- 
ſiſtent with, and of dangerous conlequence to 
thoſe Articles of the Chriſtian Faith ? I anſwer, 
' That when an account is given of the- determi- 
ned Ideas, for which thoſe phraſes, inconſiftenc 
with, and of dangerous conſequence, do ſtand, 
whether they are uſed in different ſenſes, or 
both be deſigned to ſignify one and the fame 
thing : And what that, or thole preciſe Ideas 
are, which are meant by them, diſtin& and 
proper Anſwers may be given to the Queſtion, 
or Queſtions propounded. If by inconfiſtene 
with thoſe Articles, is meant inconſiſtent with 
the truth of choſe Articles ; and fo the Queſtion 
amounts to this, Whether that Propoſition of 
Mr. Locks can be true, and thoſe Articles true 
too ? The Anſwer is Yes, very well; ho ut 
"rrut 
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which God hath 


LY 


truth of thoſe Propoſi tions doth not depend on 
. our being certain of; ar knowing the cruth of 
them. If by inconſiſtent with thoſe Articles be 
meant, that we cannot be certain of, . or know 


the truth of thoſe Articles, then the 
will be, Whether 


Queſtion 


But the Propa- 


thoſe Articles, tho? it cannot confiſt well with 


Peoples pretending to know what God hath ſet 


out of their reach, and which they cannot at- 
tain to know. Itis no wrong at all to thoſe Ar- 
ticles, to ſay we cannot be certain of, or know 
the cruth of them ; it 1s a ſpeaking of the eruth, 

and an attributing unto them the preheminence 
oiven them. If Perſons are 
reſolv'd they will uſe this phraſe, inconſiſtent 
wich Articles of the Chriſtian Faich in chis ſenſe, 
there is no help for it; yet Mr. Lock's Propo- 
ficion will continue true, and cannot do any 


injury to any one Article of the Chriſtian Faith. 


But what will become then (may ſome ſay) of 
thoſe Articles of the Chriſtian Paith, 
thoſe P;opoſlitions which come. to us by Dieine 
Revelation, and the truth of which we cannot 
be certain of, or know ? Anſwer : They: will 
continue juſt as they are, very great, even Di- 
vine and Incomprehenſible Truths; and they 
are to have all the Entertainment piven them by 
us, that Divine Revelation deſigns chey ſhould 
have. Whatever Propoſitions are brought to 


us by Divine Revelation, and propoſed tO us 


by 


it will not follow from 
Mr. Lock's Propoſition, that we cannot be cer-_ 
tain of, or know the truth of thoſe Articles 2. 
To which the Anſwer i is, Yes. 
ſition, for all that, is inconſi {tent enough with 


or of 
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RET en 
by it, "to be the Obje&ts of our Knowledge, 
they are ſo formed, that we may perceive that 
the agreement or diſagreement of the Ideas, 
ſignified by the words of which they do cor - 
fiſt, is ſuch as the Propoſitions expreſs. And 
we have no other way to be certain of, or to 
know the truth "of thoſe Propoſitions, bur by 
perceiving that the Ideas do fo agree, or dif-. 
agree, as the Propoſitions expreſs; But as for 
thole Propofitions, which come to us by Di- 
vine Revelations, and are fuch, that we cannot -- 
perceive that the Ideas, fignity'd by the words . 
of which they conſiſt, have ſuch agreement ar 
diſagreement, as the Propoſitions expreſs, they 
are not propoſed tous, by Divine Revelation, to 
be Objects of our. Knowledge, but only of our 
Faith, And.tho' we do not, nor can know, or 
be certain of the truth of theſs Propoſitions, 
yet if we do. firmly, and with full affurance, 
believe them to be true,  becaule we have good 
ſatisfaction that God hath revealed them ; and 
if our belief of their truth, hath all char effi- 
Cacy and. influence on us, which Divine Reve- 
lation requires, we do fully anſwer the defign 
of Divine Revelation, with reſpe&t to theſe 
Articles of the Chriſtian Faith. Burt is not 
Faith (may ſome ſay) a Reaſonable At? Yes : 
But all reafonable Afſent is nor Certainty or 
Knowledge. My aſlent to the truth of a Pro- 
poſition, or my believing it to be true, is X 
Reaſonable Act, not becauſe 1 am cercain, or 
do know that it is true, bur becauſe my Ailent 
is founded on ſuch Evidence thae it is true, as 


| is every way fufficiene co juſtifie my Aſſentms 
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to it. There catinot be a more Reaſonable AR, 
than to believe the ceruth of that Propoſition, 
which we are on good grounds ſatisfied is decla- 
red to be true, by that God who cannot Lye. 
Let any Man produce a Propoſition, that Di- 
vine Reyelation hath brought to Light, .and 
make it appear to me that ic came to Men by 
Divine Revelation, I ſhall believe it, or affent 
moſt firmly to the truth of it, tho! I cannot 


know the truthof ic ; and my doing fo, will' be 


a moſt Reaſonable A&, becauſe my afſent will 


Propoſition in Philoſophical Terms, concerning 
the lame matter, and then pretend, that thac 


Propoſition declares fomething more concern- 


ing that matter, than God hath revealed con- 
cerning-lit, it 1 cannot perceive that the Ideas, 


_ fignify'd by the words of that Propofition, do 


agree or diſagree as the Propoſition expreſſes, I 
cannot be certain, or know that the Propoſi- 
tion is true 3 nor will my aflenting to the truth 
of-it, upon his or their ſaying it is true, be a 
Reafonable Act. - For the Propoficion © being 
about a matter -out of his or their reach, I have 


- not ſufficient evidence to aſſure me that-it is 


true z yet, notwithſtanding the latter Propoficion 
doth confift of differene words from the former, 


| if it be declared-that neither more nor leſs is 


meant by theſe wofds, than is ſignify'd by thoſe 


in the other Propoſition, TI can aſſent: to the 
_rruthof it, and my affent will be a Reaſonable 


AR, -becanſe tho' they are"two diſtin& Propo- 
ſitions confider'd-as to the words, yet as to ſenſe 


they 


; 


be grounded on Divine Teftimony. Bur let that 
Perſon, or any other Perſons, frame | another 
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they are but one, and exaRtly the ſame. Well, 
but. at this rate, what becomes of the Certainty 
of Faith ? Anſwer. Certamty, and Faith, are 
rwo words, which ftand for, or ſignifie two 
diſtin&t Acts of the Mind; and they can no 


thoſe diſtin&t Acts can be ſaid co be one and the 
{ams, Indeed, a Perſon may ufe'the word 
Certainty, or Knowledee, if he pleaſe, for Aﬀent, 
grounded upon probable Evidence, or for Aſlent 
toundgd on Authority, or for any other Ideahe 


e | bath a mind to call by that Name ; and if he 


certifies what the Idea is, he hath a mind to ſig- 
nifte by that word, his Diſcourſe may be Intel- 
ligible, if he conſtantly uſe the ward in that 
ſenſe. . But if, ne will oppoſe another Perſon, 
who hath declared that he uſeth the word Cer- 
rainty, .and Knowledge, ſtrictly taken, in the 
ſame ſenſe, and doth not declare that he takes 
the ward Certainty in another ſenſe, his Dil- 
courſe will unavoidably be very oblicure, if pat 
perfetly unintelligible : For it. will be preſu- 
med he uſeth the. word in that ſenſe, in which 
the other Perſon had declared he did ule. ic, 
when all the while he means another thing by. 
it, — | THe 

. VII, When it 1s ſaid that Mr. Loek's Pro- 


| poſition is of dangerous conſequence to the Ar- 


ticles. of the Chriſtian Faith, it ſomething elſe. 


| is fignify'd by it, than what was meant by the 


former phraſe, a diſtin Accqune ſhould be gi- 
ven of what is intended by this phraſe. If any 
ſhall pretend that the true and juſt conſequence 
of Mr. Lock's Propoſition is this, That the _ 

_ ticles 


©: BI 


cles of the Chriſtian Ga. are not to be believed, 


the Propoſition pretended to be deduced is a 


very wicked Propoſition, But then it is as 


plain, and certain as any thing can be, That ic 
canno' way be drawn from Mr. Lock's Propo- 
ſition, which has no relation at all to any Arti- 
cles of Faith, or Belief; ei:her Chriſtian, or 


other. It Mr. Lock's Propoſition can concern, 


or affe& any Chriſtian Articles, they muſt be 


Articles of Chriſtian Knowledge, not of Chriſtian 


Faith And his Propoſition is fo far from:being 

of dangerous conſequenceto Articles of Chriſtian 
Knowledge, that it gives. the true Account 
wherein the knowledge of thoſe Articles doth 
conſiſt, as will moſt evidencly appear, when 
any of thoſe Articles. ſhall be inſtanced in and 
conlidered. If it ſhall be pretended, that from 
Mr. *Lock's Propoſicion ' it may be regularly in- 


ferred, That no Man ought to believe, that any 
Propoſition i is true, but what he can attain to 


know the truth of, and that he ought. not to 
aſſent to the cruch 'of it, till he attains to be 


| Certain of, - or to - iow the truth. of it, . and 


thac this is what-is meant, when it 1s ſaid to be 
of-- dangerous coalequence co.the Articles of the 


Chiiſtian Faith; then, in the firſt place itis to: | 
be acknowledged, chat the Propoſition intended 


wo be regularly deduced from the other, is cer- 


cainly' of moſt dangerous conſequence to thoſe 
Philons,- who ſhall ſuffer themſelves'co be enſla- 
ved by it, and this wich reſpe& .to-Articles,of 


che Chriſtian Faith, - Buc chen,. in the ſecond: 


place, -ic is great Injuſtice to charge Mr. Lock's 
Propoficion with-char, whichcan only in Juſtice 
be 


be laid to the charge of another Propoſition, 
eſpecially ro do fo before it is proved, and 
made to appear, that that dangerous Propofi- 


or can regularly be inferred from Mr. Loek's 
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Propoſition, which'is a point altogether uncapa- 
le of being proved, for there is no poflibility 
of ſhewing any conneRion between them : The 
two Propoſitions are as far diſtant from one 
another, as the Eaſt is from the Weſt. From 
what hath been already ſaid, I think it may with 
realon enough'be concluded, that the principal 
Accuſations, advanced againſt Mr. Lock's Propd- 
ſition, are altogether groundleſls. Oe 
$ VIIT. Certainty, or Knowledge did, and 
will, always confiſt, in what Mr. Lock declares 
it doth confift ; and the way to attain Certain- 
ty was always by comparing Ideas. What mea- 
ſures of knowing ſoever thoſe have, who ſpeak. 
oft ſlighcingly of the way of Ideas, all their 
nowledge is owing to it, how little ſoever 
hey are aware of ic, or how ſtrongly ſoever 
they are inclined to attribute it to fomething - 
iſe. There were Perſons, in all Ages, who 
attained to certain meaſures of knowledge,. and 
were never able to declare diſtinatly and fully 
ow they came by their Knowledge. They 
leenerally ſtopped in their Accounts, at the Are 
kificial Methods, whereby they were affiſted in 
ſcomparing of Ideas, (tho* they took no notice 
of that) which was the true and natural way 
:|by which they perceived their agreement or 
diſagreement, and obtained knowledge. Mr.Lock 
is the firft Perſon I have heard of, who bath 
5 lobſeryed, and acquainted the World, in whar 
E Eon Know- 
e | -- | 
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| Knowledge, or .Certainty doth. conſiſt. B 


and Thinking, but poſſibly ſhall never be able.1 
now whether any. meer Material Being thinks « 


whether Ommypotency has not given to ſome Syſtem 


. of our Notions, not much more remote from our com 
 prebenſion to conceive, that God can, if be pleaſe 
Superadd to our Idea of - Matter a Faculty of Think 
' ing, than that be ſhould ſuperadd to it another Sub| 
ſtance, with a faculty of Thinking, ſince we kno 
wot wherein Thinking conſiſts, nor to what ſort « 
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which diſcovery he hath done Mankind 4 
reat a kindneſs, in direting Men plainly to 
the moſt certain, eafie, ;and ſpeedy way to at- 
eain Knowledge, fo far as they are capable o 
it ; And.how to. bound their Enquiries, fo as 
not to . ſpend their Labours in_ fruitleſs Endea- 
vours, to know: what is out of Humane reach{ 
and what they can never attain to certainty in 


that Men will never be able co. pay hi 


thanks enough, - for th: good Offices he hat 
done to the Worldznor to teſtifie ſufficientPraile: 
untoGod for theLight andFavour he hath reach 


ed forth, and imparted unto Mankind by bim 
--. SIX, The ſecond paſſage which hath bee 
thought faulty in Mr. Lock's Eſſay of Humane U 


derftending, is this : We have the Ideas of Matter 


710 ;, #f being impojjuble for us, by the contemplatio 
of our own Ideas, without Revelation, to diſcove 


of Matter fitly 4 paſec, a Power to percerve an: 
think, or elſe joyned and fixed to Matter ſo. diſpoſed| 
@ thinking immaterial Subſtance. It being in reſpe6 
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Subſtances the Almighty has been pleaſed to give tha 


power, which cannot be in any created Being, bu } 
. meerly by the good pleaſure and bounty of the Creator 
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Apainſt this paſſage, ewo things ar 

Firſt, Ir is ſuzpeſted that it is not confiſtent 
with the Souls Immortality ; or at leaft, cakes 
off very much from the evidence of its Icamor- 
ceality. Setondly, It is prerended, that from the 
Nature of Matter, it may be proved to be falſe. 
. - IX, Firſt, Ir is ſuggeſted, that whac Mr. Lock 


Immortality, of at leaſt rakes off very much 
uy from the evidence of its Immortality ; for if 

| what Mr. LoeÞdoth ſay be true, it cannot be 
Demonftratively proved that the Soul is not 
Material. And it the Soul be nothing but a 
Material Subſtance, it muſt be made upas others 
are, of the coheſion of ſolid and ſeparable parts, 
how-minute and inviſible foever they be, and 
muſt be diflolved when Life" is ended. And it 
takes off very much from the evidence of Im- 
mortality, if it depend wholly upon God's gi- 
1 ving chat, which of its own nature it is not ca- 
pable of. Anfw. r. The Immiotcality of the Soul 
4 doth not depend on our khowing,or perEiving 
by demonitrative proof, 'in the way of Reaſon, 
q that it is Immaterial; nor doth our having 4 


27 Rational Perſwafion, that the Soul is Immorta], 
| depend on otir knowing that it is Immaterial. 


"*& XI. Mr. Lock doth not fay chat the Sotll is 
Material : ' He owns that'we have the higheſt 
degree of probability that it is Immaterial , but 

4 that we cannot attain to dettonſtrative Certain- 
ty. or Knowfedge; by comparing the Ideas of 
04 Matter and Thinking, that the Soblt is an Im- 
| material Sabſtance; tho' we may this way ktiow 
_ 7 _ © tliaf 


&c. Eſſay of Humane Underſtanding, B. 4 4.3 6. 
e offered : 


bath here ſaid, © is not confiftent with the Souls. 
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that it is a Spiritual Subſtance. What Mr. Lock 


.fi | 
7, if that/ needed proof,-yet I think it doth not- 
afford - atty fort of 'gvidetice chat Omnipo 
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faith is this, We cannot, by the contemplation of our 


ewn Ideas, without Revelation, diſcover whether 
Orunipotency bas not given to ſome Syſtems of Mat- 
ter, | fithy diſpoſed, a:power to perceive and think ; or 
that we-cannot demonſtratively prove, by meer 
Principles of Reaſon, or Philoſophy, either the 
Matenalicy' or Immateriality "ot the Soul, but 
that the point'is above our Reaſon, and what 
we cahinot be fully aſſured of but by Divine Re- 
velation. | For this his Aſſertion, he hath pro- 
duced fome:Reaſons, which hav@ not been pro- 
ved to be:invalid, or weak, by any of thofe 
Authors Þ have ſeen, who have declared their 
diſlike of this Aſertion. And if the Reaſons 


he hath given for his Aﬀertion cannot 'be re- 


futed; 'buc are ſolid and unan{werable, it will 


- not be caſie to prove that his Aﬀertion may juſt- 
ly be blamed. To prove Mr. Lock's Propoſition 


alſe, eicher the Materialicy, - or Immateriality 
of the Soul, ſhould be demonſtratively proved, 
for he denies that either of them can'be demon- 
ſtratively proved. The fureſt way to prove the 
falſenefs of a Propofition, which denies that a 
thing can be demonſtrated, is to demonſtrate 


by one who condemnsthe way of Ideas,as no way 
at all co Certainty,to demonſtrate :b4t Matrey can- 
nos Think,or that God cannot ſaperadd to any Sy/feme 
of: Matter a Power of Thinking ; which demon ſtra- 
tion is manag'd in the way "of Ideas. 'But tho” 
what is offer'dzhere,for demonſtracion, would ſuf- 

ciently provethat Solidiry is not's Power of Think- 


tency 
Cali 


that thing. I know an Attempthath been made, 
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cannot ſuperadd bothSol;dity,and apower of Think- 
:ng,to one and the ſame Subſtance,which was'the 
point to bz demonſtrated. Beſides,;the way ofFdeas 
being condemned, as no way: at all to Certainty, 
thoſe who are of that mind,cannot withanyreaſon 


pretend,that.what hath been offered for a demon- 
Itration of this point, is really ademonſtration ofic. 
For af they can'think icto-be a Demonſtration of 
the point, they cannot avoid being obliged to re- 


nounce their other thoug ht,and think the quite con- 


trary,whether they may judge 1c proper and con- 
venient to acknowledge the ſame openly or no, 


If. what hath been offered for a Demonſtration 


of. this/point, be really a Demonſtration of ir, 
the way of Ideas is nndoubtedly a way” to 'Cer- 


tainty ; -yea, and a way to Certainty about a 


point, which I am inclined to think cannot be 
demonſtrated any other way. ob44--565/& 
- I XII, 3. If the Soul were notbing but & mate- 
rial Subſtance, what follows thoſe words in the 
objection might - perhaps- paſs with - ſome for a 
plain Truth: | but for my part, I cannoticom- 
prehzand haw any thing, that hath life, ſhould 
be nothing but a material Subſtance ;-for Life 
is no part-of, nor hath any neceſſary connection 
with the Idea, henifief by thefe words; Mate- 
rial Subſtance. Nor do | percewe any necetfliry, 
that .a Material. Subſtance 'endued with: Life, 
muſt loſe-its Life, becauſe :by ſome' Accident, 
or within a- certain period; the grgſ-.and ſenſi- 


| ble parts of it muſt fall off from'thoſs more- 
ts which God'hath order». 


fine and inlenfible parts 1 -Ordes 

they can prove demonſtratively, that the Soul 

is a created Immaterial Subſtance, muſt take 
:— [ow heed 
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what i is meant by theſe words, I takes off wery 


r hat 


heed of affirming that the Soul. is nothing but a 


created Immaterial SubFance, leſt that Aſlertion 
proye of dangerous conſequence: to,. and incon- 
ſtent with the Articles of the Chriſtian Faith ; 

for if the Soul be nothing but a} created reg 
terial Subſtance, it is not a Spiritual, or Think- 
ing Subſtance ; for the power of-Thinking, 1s 
2 -power which God ſaperadds'to our Idea, 


whether of Material, or created Immaterial 


Subſtance, and which neither the one, nor the| 
other can have, but meerly by the good pleaſure, 
and bounty of the Creator, as Mr. Lock moſt Judi- 
cionſly and Piouſly obſerves. But Mr. Lock 
doth not any where ſay, That the Soul is no- 
thing but a Material Nur} ot on or. that we can- 
not know, by contemplating our Ideas, that 
the Soul js nothing but a Material Subſtance. 
Indeed, Mr. Lock hath theſe words, We have 
tbe Ideas of Matter and Thinking, but poſſibly ſhall 


' never be able 10 know, whether any Material Be- 


ing thinks or no, From theſe words, Any meer 
Material Being, ſome may, perhaps, in their 
haſte, have taken occaſion to think, that 
Mr. Lock's Notion was, that for ovght we could 
know, the Soul might be nothing but a Material 
Subſtance. To rectifie which Le, I think 
it may be ſufficient to note, that meer Material, 
in Mr. Lock's Senſe, is not opposd to a power 
of Thinking, {which we. cannot know but God 
may fupperadd.te our Idea of Matter) but to an 
Immaterial oubſtance, conſidered as Og to 
a Material Being. 

& XIII, 4. It is not very eaſie to com prehend| 


much 
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much from the evidence of Immortality, if it depend. 
wholly upon God's giving that, which of its awn 
nature it is not capable of, For no created Sub- 
ſtance can” have any thing more, than God is 
|plealed to give it. It is not very intelligible to 
me, that God ſhould give to any thing, that 
which its nature is not capable of, eſpecially 
jif by Nature be here meant, what IT find fome 
Perfons do ſometimes mean by that word, viz. 
Subſtance; for what Subſtance is capable of, 
NE [even after that ſolidity 1s added to it, . is more 
7e, [than any Man can know.. And if Omnipo- 
11- tency Can add a POWET of Thinking £o ſolid 
c| Subſtance fitly diſpoſed, no Man can be certain 
0-| that ſolid Thinking Subſtance is not of its own 
N-| nature capable of Immortality; but whether a 
at] created Being ſhall be Mortal or Immortal, is 
.] not to be determined by our conſidering its na- 
vel ture, but by. underſtanding the pleaſure of God 
:!| concerning it. The Humane Nature is the ſame 
e-| now it was in the firſt Apes of the World ; but 
er] that Men do not now ordinarily live above a 
Ir] hundred. Years, is not to be reſolved into this, 
atl thac the Humane Nature is not capable of being 
id} continued longer in Life, than that ſpace, bur 
all into the pleaſure of God, that now Men ſhall 
k] not ordinarily-live to a greater Ape ; for Men 
| did ordinarily, in.the firit Ages of the World, 
I] live many hundreds of Years ; and that they 
d| did fo, was purely to be attributed to the Di- 
n| vine Pleaſure, And had it been the pleaſure of 
of him, who kept Men then ſo long in Life, that 


Men ſhould not die, they would have been 


Immortal. If 'the evidence. of Immortality, 
C 4 - conſiſts 
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conſiſts in-Immateriality, che Immateriality of 


the Soul muſt be demonſtracively proved;before 


Parſons. can perceive the ide; of the Souls 


mimortality. For if -any perſon takes jt for 
granted, that the Souls Immateriality. may. be 
on Godaroby proved from, orby certain Prin- 
Ciples of Reaſon, and from thence -perfwades 
himſelf that the Soul- is Immortal, and: upon 
after-trial and examinatian he ſhall find ack his 
Principles he depended on -ate uncertain, 'and 
cannot afford him ſuch proof. as he was perſwa- 
ded they would yield, his diſcovering theuncer- 
rainty of - his own} Principles, which he went 
upon in point: of - Reaſon, will, according to a 
Natian lately advanced, weaken the Credibili- 
ty of the Souls Immortality, .when conſidered 
purely. as a Matter of 'Faith. And if this be 


_ great and ſpeedy care ſhould be taken to 


oduce minfienire proof, that the'Soul is an 
(Kat rae Subſtance, not only to make” Men 


{ 


certain that their Souls are Immortal, bur te | 


ſecure | the Credibility of: Divine Teſtimony. 
But bleſſed be God, we have a ſure Foundation 
for our Faithto reſt on; for the Teſtimony of 
Gad will never fail, but always remain firm 
and true, how ſhort ſoever the Principles of 
Reaſon may fall, of bringing vs to Certainty 
or:-Knowledge, concerning: ſeveral Articles of 
Faith, .or Propofitions, which come to us by Di- 
vine Revelation. 1t may be proved,to the high- 
gegree. of: abilicy, Sora the Soul: 15 Im- 
terial ;; bueno proof being yet 
duc in the way. of Reaſon , that the Si 
Imematerial, T cannot underſtand. why any yer 
ON 
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f | ſon ſhould pretend it muſt follow'that the Soul 
e | muſt:be Mortal, if ic be a Material Subſtance, 
s | with a ſuperadded power or faculty ;of Thinking ; 
r | and in that reſpe&, or on that account, *a/Spi- 
e | ritual Subſtance, tho* not Immaterial, for Ma- 
- | teriaf and Moral have no necefſary conneQion. 
And- therefore we cantot be certain, by con- 
templating the: Ideas choſe words ' ſtand” for, 
that every Material Subſtance mnſt *be *Morral, 
And he who- ſhall affirm, that every - Material 
Subſtance muſt neceſlarily be” Mortal;- wilt; if 
- | he adhere to his Aſferction, find himſelf obliged 
to deny, at leaſt, ewo Articles of the Chriſtian 
Faith, or ewo Propoſitions which” come to vs 
by Divine Revelation, r. That Man became 
Mortal by Sin, 'or that tbe Wages of Sin is Death 3 
for itis paft doubt, that one part of Man,when 
firſt created, was Material. And if every Ma- 
terial Snbſtance muſt neceffarily die, Man muſt 
have died, tho? he had never ſinned, 2. That 
_ after the Reſurrection Men will be Immortal ; 

for, after the Reſurrection, one part of Man 

will be Material. : | 
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f XIV. Secondly, Ie is pretended 'that'this 
2 | pailage;” in Mr. Locks Eſſay, which T have 
f | been” diſcourſing of, may from the Nacure'of 
y | Matter be proved tobe. falſe. I will, 1ſt. Say 
f | ſomething of this point'in general; and then; 
- | 2dly. Conſider particularly what the laſt Au- 
- | thor have ſeen,who finds fault with this pallape; 


doth ſay concerning ic, who T: think takes in 
the whiole' ftrength/ of what others'haye propo- 
ſed, . who' have on: this "Account formed obs 
jection againſt it,” qo ft HOT i FoOTT YET 
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yet the power of Thinking being ſuperadded'to 
Matter, will make ic Spirit, or Spiritual Sub. 
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4 XV. Firſt, Iwill ſay ſomething concerning 


this point in general. Subſtance, I conceive, 
will be acknowledged on all hands to be right- 


Ty divided into. Material and Immaterial ; bur. 
how many various, different Powers, or Fa- 
culties, thefe forts of Subſtances are capable of 


receiving, is what ſurpaſſes Man's Underſtand- 
ing. Yet whatever Powers they are capable of 
receiving, God can give or ſuperadd unto them 
if he pleaſes ; whether he hath given co either 
fort all the Powers it is capable of, is more 
than we can be certain of, bythe bare Exerciſe 
of our Reaſon. He' niay, for any thing we 
know to the contrary, give to certain Material 


Syſtems fitly diſpoſed, ſome Powers, which he 


alſo gives to Immaterial Subſtances. Amongſt 
theſe we may reckon the power of Thinking, 
which neither Material, nor Immaterial Sub- 
ſtances, can have, whether God will or no. 
And whether it hath been his pleaſure to ſuper- 
add this power only to the. Idea we exprels by 
Immaterial Subſtance,or alfo to the Idea we ex- 
preſs by Material Subſtance, is a point we can- 


' Not be fully aſſured of but by Divine Revela- 


tion. The power of Thinking, added to a 
Subltance, whether Material, 'or Immaterial, 
makes that Subſtance, Spirit. Material Sub- 
ſtance, Immaterial Subſtance, and Spirit, are 
terms Which ſtand for three diſtin& Ideas. And 


' tho? Spirie, or Spiritual Subſtance, doth not im- - 


ply Matter, or Material Subſtance in its Idea, 


ſtance. Juſt as Spirit doth not imply —_— 
2 ol 
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rial Subſtance in its Idea, yet the power of 
Thinking being ſuperadded to Immaterial Sub- 
ſtance, makes ir Spirit or Spiritual Subſtance, 
which it could not be, without a power of 
Thinking added to it. To ask therefore pe- 
remptorily, whether Matter can think or not ? 
is. to propoſe an obſcure Queſtion which wants 
explaining. If by the Queſtion be meant, Can 
God add a power of Thinking to Matter ot 
no? The Anſwer will be, We have no demon- 
ſtrative- proof for either part of the Queſtion ; 
and therefore cannot be certain concerning the 
Matter. Bur if by the Queſtion be meant, Can 

Matter Think without having a power of Think- 
ing ſuperadded co it ? The Anſwer is plainly, 
No. Bur the way of Arguing, that then the 
Subſtance whith-Thinks muſt be Immaterial, 
is not very clear, for Immaterial Subſtance can 
no more Think, than Matter can, without a 
power 'of Thinking added to it : And whether 


1t be Material, or Immaterial Subſtance, to 


which the power of Thinking is added, that 
Subſtance thinks, cho' it be by virtue of a pow- 
er ſuperadded to it, withour which ic could 
not think, or conſidered barely as Material, or 
Immaterial Subſtance. ' Solidity, and a power 
of Thinking, are perfealy diſtint, and quite 
different Powers ; yet if God can ſuperadd a 
power of Thinking to a folid Subſtance, there 
is no neceſlity that the Subſtance which Thinks 
mult be Immaterial, for Subſtance, and a pow- 
erof Thinking, are as diſtin& as Material and 
Immaterial. The Material Subſtance thinks, 
tho' not preciſely under this conſideration, but 

= | as 
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25 having another Power added to it, - whereby - 
it is enabled to do that, which it could not doſe: 
without it, viz. to Think. And tho' the Ideafſce 
of Thinking will not prove the ſubſtance which] 
thinks to be immaterial, it will, if ſuperadded]e 
to' Matter, prove that the ſubſtance which] cc 
thinks "hath. another 'power than that which], 
 made'it Marter, and will as certainly prove it}; 
to be a Spiritual Subſtance, as Solidity can proves 
it to be a Material Subſtance ; Solidity,, and, a 
power of thinking, are very different powers, |< 
but they- are not EO AION. And. there..u5|; 
no inconfiſtency, in ſuppoſing, that the ame; 
ſubſtance may have more difin& modifications} ; 
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be ever ſo different ane| 1 
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from the other, whilſt they are not.contra- | 
diftory: We cannot attain to, Certainty,..that [1 
God cannot add a power of Thinking to Mat 
ter, tho' we may char he cannot.make the fame. |; 
ſubftance'ro be material and immateria} at .the|} 
fame time, becauſe” this latter” is a, contrar [1 
| 
] 
; 


_ hk amet pox 
*$XVI. Secondly, 1 will now conſider what 
the laſt Author T have feen, who finds fault with | 
this paſſage in. Mr. Lock's Eflay, doth, ſay, aon- 


*.* 3 
| 


cerning it. * This Author | is the Reverend 
Mr. Jenkins, who baving quoted out.of: Mr. Lock's | 
Eſſay of | Humane Undirtanding, part of what I | 
have before trapſcribed our of that Book, bath 


art of whac I 


Gn the 46 and 47 pages of bis Prface fore hi 

Redſonablens and Cortanty of the Chriiqn. Rel 

rior) the words which ſhall be marked all a 

&T oame'to chem, as theſe following wards 

(with which-he begs his Reply to what he quo- 
- "re 
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ted out of: Mr. Lock) are, © But it ſeems not 
2Yf* intelligible, how God ſhould ſuperadd. to 
Jol« Matter this faculty, or power, or modifica- 
cM cion, of thinking, unleſs he change the-na- 
BI ture of Matter, and make it quite another 
on '* thing than. iris, or joyn a ſubſilance of. ano» 
| ther nature to it. Arſw. It is yvery.common, 
Mleven with noted Authors, to expreſs themſelyes 
Thin ſuch a manner, that tho' at fir} view their 
'ElSentences ſeem to have a very plauſible appear- 
Fhlance, yer, upon a ſtriger conſideration, _cheic 
>| Senfe proves to be ſo uncertain, and undetermi- 
BIned, that ic is very hard to know what they da 
Elmeam, I will ſuppoſe that here, by, 1: ſeems nor 
1 Intelligible that God ſhould, -&c. is meant, That 
EI Men cannot underſtand, how God ſhould, op 
-|can ſuperadd 'a Power, &c. of "Thinking to 
| Matter, but either, by changing the nature of 
Matter, or by joyning a Subſtance of another 
© [nature to it. And 1 think it not Intelligible; 
F [how this proves ariy thing againſt Mr. Lock's 
"| Propoſition, to which ic is oppoſed. For tho? 

we cannot underſtand how God ſhould do this, 
but by one of the ways before-mentioned, (and 
it ſeems ſuppoſed by this Anthor that we can un- 
derſtand how God can do it, either. of thoſe 
ways) yet he may._ do it ſome other way, whicty 
is not intelligible to us. And if be can do. it; 
in. way, which we cannot underſtand how he 
ſhonld do it, it is moſt certain, that. we cannot - 
5 | know, 'or be'cerrain that he cannot do ut, God 
hath' done, and does do many things, which. 


"de | han} on” bl bo oy © 


we cannot underſtand the manner how he did, 
or does do them. Therefore it is. no. proof hes 
E« Go 
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God cannot do-a thing, becauſe we do not, ©! 
cannot underſtand the manner how he can do 
ft. | But ſeeing God can do things, and we can- 
not underſtand how he can do them, this'is a 
very juſt and good Reaſon, why'we ſhould not 
pretend to know he hath not done fach a thing, 


when wecannot alledge any thing more to juſti-4 


fe our pretence, but this, that we cannot un- 
derſtand how he ſhould do it. It we could nn- 
derſtand how God might fuperadd 'a power of 
Thinking to Matter, this would not prove that 
he has done it. In like manner, 'our not: being 
able to underitand how he ſhould do it, can'be 
no proof that he hath not doneir. ' Theſe words 
conſidered as they are offered for an Anſwer'to 
what Mr. Lock hath ſaid, ſeem to' carry with 
them two ſuppoſitions, which ſhould be'taken 
for true: 1. Here is ſuppoled, that God hath 


not'done any thing, which we cannoet- under-| 


ſtand how he ſhould do ; which ſuppoſition' is 
apparently a miſtake, and' void of "Truth. 
2, Here is ſuppoſed, © that it is intelligible how 
God ſhould add a Thinking Power to Marcer, 


either of the-ways here affigned, bnet with this | 


intimation, That it can be demonſtratively pro- 
ved, that 'he hath” not done it either of thoſe 
ways, and therefore that he hath'not done it'at 
all. ' Without theſe ſuppoſitions, 'I think it not 
intelligible, how'theſe words'can Concerty what 
_ Mr. Lock hath ſaid; who doth not fide with ei- 
ther: part of the-Queftion, Whether ' God has, 
-or has not, added a Thinking 'Power to Matter, 
but faich,” That” neither 'part” of 'the Queſtion 
can be demonſtratiyely proved. '-To proye this 

4 | | way 5 
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Can! 3, 
way, againſt Mr. Lock, That God has not added 
a Power of Thinking to any Syſtem of Matter, 
4 the ruth of both the Suppofitions ſhoald be 
a] made undeniably plain and clear, and. then: the 
| intimated demonſtration ſhould be produced. 
of The demonſtration not being laid down, no 
i-| Judgment can be made of it, nor by it. But 
n-| the two ways afligned, by which it 1s ſuppoſed 
3-| incelligible how God ſhould add a Power'of 
off Thinking to Matter, may be a little conſidered. 
1) The firſt way by which ic is\ ſuppoled intelli- 
gl gible, how God might add a-power of Think- 
| ing to Matter, is, by changing the nature. of 
js| Matter. And by changing the nature of Mat- 
of ter, I cenceive, by the words following, -we 
hj are to underſtapd, making it - quite another 
N 
h 


thing than it is. Now, Ithink it is altogether 
unintelligible, how God ſhould ſuperadd 0 

-| Matter a Power of Thinking, © by making-it 
s| Quice-another thing than it is ;' for then'it muſt 
ceais to be Matter. Indeed, it is not inteliigi- 
ble that God ſhould ſuperadd/a Thinking Power 
to Matter, and not make it another thing, '(tho' 

- not quite another thing) than it was before that 
Power of Thinking was ſuperadded co it. - -But 
tho* by ſuperadding that Power to it, it would 
be made another thing, yet it would not. ceaſe 
to be what it was before : It would ſtill be 
Matter, _ tho' nothing but Matter. A'-new 
Power cannot be ſuperadded to aty: thing, bac 
that thing muſt continue whit it was before,tho' 
by that fuper-addition it hath what it had net 
before. Shoutd Matter ceaſe to be Matcer, #0 
Power or Faculty conld be added io ir. —_ 
aith, 
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ſaith, We cannot be fully affured, any other | 5 
way than by. Divine Revelation, whether God |; 


has, ar has not,  ſuper-added a Power of Think- 
ing toany Syſtem of matter fitly diſpoled. Now |; 
co.lay in oppoſition-to this, "That God cannot þ 
doit, but by making matter quite another thing |; 
than it is, ,. doth carry along with it an unintel- 
ligible Suppoſition, . or rather an expreſs Contra- 
dicion,. viz.. That God can ſuper-add. ſome- 
coing to matter, by making that ſame matter 
ceaſe to be..-matter. Bur it is undeniably cer- 
rain, that if ſolid Subſtance be capable of having 
a Thinking Power {uper-added to it, God can 
ſuper-add that Power or Faculty to it, tho' we 
cannot underſtand the way or manner how he 
ſhould do it. And we cannot, ' by comparing 
our Ideas, attain to Certainty For Knowledge, 
whether matter is capable, oc not, of baving a 
Power of Thinking ſuper-added to it, becauſe 
we. cannot this way reach to know the ntmoft 
Capacity of matter. And if matter be capable 

of -having that Power ſuper-added to it, we 
- cannot. be fully aflured any other way than by 
Divine. Revelation, . whether . God has ſuper- 


added that Power to any. Syſtems of Matter : 


» Th adn 


For.God is not neceſſarily obliged. to ſuper-add 
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to afy, thing, every Power it .may be capable 
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| e higheſt degree of DRE that the Power - 


add a Power of 'Thinking to Matter, this\wa 


| ſtems of 'Marter, becauſe, for ou 
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Subſtance of another nature- has the Power of 


[Thinking joyned to it: The Power of Fhink- 


ing, is 2 Power ſuper-added to Subſtance, whe: 
ther the Subſtance be material, or- immateria}; 
Ito which Got is pleaſed to ſuper-add if. 2:: The 
joYning of an immaterial Thinking Subſtance 
to Martcer,' is not a ſaper-adding to matter the 
72culty of Thinking. ' The Faculty or. -Powet. 
of Thinking in this Caſe, is appropriated to'the - 
immaterial Subſtances, and is nota Power 
ſuper-added to' matter. 3. It is every jot as 
nintelligible to us, how an itmmaterial ſubſtance 
ould be joyned' to a material ſubſtance, + as 
ow a Power - of Thinking ſhould be 


6 


| þdded to a material ſubſtance. - And Fthink it- 


altogether unintelligible, that God ſhould ſuper» 


Tho? we'cannot underſtand. how God” ſhawld ©. 
oyn an immaterial Thinking Subſtance to ſome 


| byſtems of Matter, yer this cannot be a good © 
 Reaſorrwhy any Man ſhould pretend to beeets 


ain, or to know that God'cannot, or has not 
oyned an immaterial Thinking- Subſtance''to 
ome Syltems of Matter. Neither isit a demon- 
rative proof, that God cannot, 'or has not; 
per-added a Power of Thinking to lome' Sy: 
She - we know, © 
e can, or has joyned an immaterial Thinking 
ubſtance to .ſonie Syſtems'of Matter. We 
Fannot attain to Certainty concerning What he © 
has done as to theſe matters, nor can we'be ful- + 


F 


|y affured what- he has done, but by Divine” 


Revelation. ho, .as Mr. Lock Gich, we have” 


of 
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of Thinking is ſuper-added to immaterial ſub- 
ſjances ; and that thoſe Syſtems of Matter, in 
which there is. a Power- of Thinking, have an 

immaterial ſubſtance joyned to them, co which 
that Power of Thinking is ſuper-added. 
»- SXVHL « But the Queſtion is, Whether a Fa- 
& culcy. of Thinking can be produced out of the 
Powers, and various Modifications of Matcer ? 
Anſw. If thisbe the Queſtion, itis a very dark 
and.obſcure one. The Queſtion, as here word- 
ed, ſeems to ſuppoſe, . or grant, that Powers are 
fuper 


-added to our Idea of Matter, upon its be 
ing variouſly modified. And: then enquires, 
whether out of thoſe Powers, - another Powe 
(viz. The Power of Thinking, if that be the 
meaning here, of the Phraſe, a. Faculty o 
EFhinking) diſtin from them, can be produ 
ced 2 Now, as one Power cannot operate © 
another Power, fo neither can ont Power bt 
produced out of other Powers. To talk of one 
Power of Matter being produced out of anothe 
Power of Matter, ſeems to me altogether unin 
telligible ; for I cannot imagine what can be 
meant by it, unleſs it be either chat one Powe: 


Power, which may. one way or other be ex 
traced out of it, the former till continuing 
_ Which I- conceive is not conſiftent with goo 
ſehſe ; or that one Power of Matter doth contri 
bute to its having another Power, which is a 
liefle intelligible- as the former. And is muc 


Matter which makes it Tron, "contributes ſome 
thingto its haviog that Power which —_— p 


of Matter contains, in the Bowels of it, anotheq 


_ the ſame thing, as to ſay.” That that Power 
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we could accurately underſtand how many 


ven, which can be demonftratively 


| C91 © 
Gold : Or that that Power which makes Matter 
to be Wax, contributes to/ its having that Power 
whieh makes it a Loadffone : Whereas the Pbw- 
ers which make Matcer to be Gold, and Load- 
ſtones, are as perfealy different froth the Pow- 
ers which make Matter to be ſro, and Wax, as 
they are from that Power' which makes Matter 
to be Wood, or from thoſe Powers which make 
Matter to be any of thoſe other things to which 
we align other Specifick Names. As Matter be- 
ing modified a certain way, has a certain pow- 
er ſuper-added to it, which it had not before 1c 
was fo modified, fo, being modified another 
way, it hath another power ſuper-added to it, 
different from the former. Now it is not pofli- 
ble we ſhould know how rhany powers may be 
ſuper-added to Subſtance, whether having, or 
not having, the modification of Solidity, utileſs 


ways it can be modified. A thouſand Queſtions 
may be propoſed concerning Powers, whether 
they can be ſuper-added to-a Subſtance that has 
the modification of Solidity upon its being- Va- 
riouſly modified, to which no Anſwer can be gi- 
proved. 
And amongſt other Reaſons, becauſe we cannot 
know the preciſe modifications, oh whichthoſs 
Powers muſt depend, we are not admitted fo 
far intothe Secrets of Nature, as to be able to 
take copnizance of all the various real Eonſtitu- 
tions, otr which 'all the Powers, which may be 


ſuper-addedto our Idea of Matter, triay'depend 


I before:any Man knew any thing of the Load- | 

ſtone; this Quettion had been put, viz. 'Whether 

God had fuper:added to 2 Syſtem of uy 
' 2 me 
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| fitly diſpoſed, a power to draw Iron to it 2 No 


Man then living could have given an Anſwer to | 


it, which he could have proved demonſtratively. 
Had the Queſtion. been anſwer'd negatively, we 
are now. very well aſſured, the Anſwer had. been 
falſe. If the Anſwer had been afficmative, tho 


= ithad been 1cally true, yet the Anſwer could 


not then have been proved demonſtratively. 
The Queſtion, with relation co what Mr. Lock 
hath ſaid, ſeems to me to be this, Whether a 
demonſtrative proof can be produced that it is, 
or is not the pleaſure of God, that a Power of 
Thinking ſhall be ſuper-added to our Idea of 
Matter, upon a Syſtem of Matter being modi- 


fied in a certain manner 2 And this Queſtion 


cannot be ſatisfactorily reſolved any other way, 
than by producing a demonſtrative proof either 
of the one part of the Queſtion, or of the other ; 
for till the demonſtrative proot is produced, we 
muſt continue uncertain, and ought to acknow- 
ledge, that the point ſurmounts our view, is coo 
difficult for us to reſolve demonſtratively, and 


that it. doth not come within our notice. 


Mr. Loc doth not diſcourſe there, of what may 
be produced out of the Powers, and various mo- 
difications of Matter, but of what God can fu- 

r-add, if he pleaſe, to Matter fitly diſpoſed : 
IN that, the Queſtion here cannot. be, Whether 
a Power or Faculty of Thinking will neceſlarily 
reſult out of the Powers of Matter, upon its be- 
ing in a certain manner modified 2 But whether 
- Omnipotency cannot give to a Syſtem of Mat- 

_ ter, fily diſpoſed, a-pawer of Thinking, which 
could not be produced qut of the Powers and 
Nt MT various 


(37 ) 
Yarious Modifications of Matter ? "There 'is 'no 
reaſon at all to imagine, that the Power of 
Thinking muft be produced out of the Powers 
and various Modifications of Matter, becauſe a 
Syſtem of Matter, fly diſpoſed, is taken notice of 
as requiſite, or neceſſary, in order to its having 
a Power of Thinking ſuper-added -to it. For 
thac the Matter be fitly difpoſed is neceſſary, 
whether God 'give the power of Thinking im- 
mediately to it, or mediately, wiz. By joyning 
to It an immaterial Thinking Subſtance. And 
as it doth not follow, that becauſethe Syſtem of 
Matter muſt he fitly diſpoſed, to have an imma- 
terial Thinking Subſtance joyned co it, therefore 
this immaterial Thinking Subſtance can be,' or 
1s produced out of the Powers, and various mo- 
difications of Matter ; ſo neither doth it follow, 
that becauſe the Matter mult be fitly diſpoſed, to 
have a Power of Thinking, given or ſuper- 
. added to it, therefore the Power of Thinking 
can be, or 1s produced out of the Powers anc 
various Modifications of Matter. Which ever 
way it 15, that a power of Thinking is lodged in, 
or fuper-added to a Syſtem of Martrer fitly dil- 
poſed, there is ſomething added to the Syſtem 
of matter ſo diſpoſed, by the good Pleaſure and 
Bounty of God, which could not be produced 
out of the Powers, and various modifications of 
matter. . But how God does ic, which ever way 
it is, is alike unintelligible to us ; nor can we 
demonſtrate which way it is. = oY 
$ XIX. © And we can have no more Con- 
« ception, how any modification of matter can 
*©: prodace Thinking,” than we can how'any 
; 'D 3 ** modi 


- 


C39 ) 
#*.. mpdification of Sound ſhould produce Seeing. 


Anfſw. Allowing all this to be true, . it is no de- 
mon(tration of. that for which it is brought, If 
there...1s- any ſtrength in. this Propofition, with 
relation | to. what, at ſhould prove, ' it muſt lie 
gither in the term.How, or in. theſe words, We 


tiens of Seund: And Arguing, or Inferting, that 
becauſe, or if no modification of ſound can pro- 


"7 
Ss 


produce Thinking. That which -chis Propofi- 
tion ſhould prove is this, That'the Power of 
Thinking cannot-be ſuper-added ; or that it is 
not. .the pleaſure of God, that the Power of 
Thinking ſhall be fuper-added to Solid Subſtance, 
let-it be modified in what manner ſoeyer. Now, 
firſt of all, If . che force of the Propoſition 
brought to prove this, do lie in the term How, 
Om derive. its force from. this Suppoſition, 
That no power can be ſuper-added to Solid Sub- 
Itance, however modified, but what we can 
conceive Hew it ſhould be ſuper-added to it. 
That 3s, That-no- Syſtem of Matter, whole real 
Conſtitution we cannot accurately underſtand, 
can have any power ; which is, in effe&, to 
aficrm,; That ſolid Subſtance cannot have any 
power. ſuper-added to it. For all the Powers 
that al Syſterns of Matter can have, depending 
entirely on. their real Conſtitutions, to which 
we are periect Strangers, nohe of chem muſt 
have any powers at all, becaule we canhot con- 
ceiye .baw any powers ſhould: be ſaper-added to 
folid ſubſtance, * or -carnot conceive their Ten 

Conlt1- 


ea0n hae no Conception; or elſe, I the comparing | 
of * the Modifications 'of Matter, withthe Modifica« | 


duce Seeing, then no modificationof matter can | 
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Conſtitutions, or not exa&tly_ underſtand the 
preciſe modifications of Matter, whereby they 
are made fuch Syſtems. Secondly, If "the force 
of the Propoſition ſpokety bf, conſiſts in theſe 
words, We can have no Conception, then it derives 
its force from this Suppoſition, That no power 
can be ſupet-added to ſolid fabſtance, bur what* 


| we can conceive can be ſuper-added to it, tho? 
| we may not be able ro conceive how it can be 


ſaper-added to it. Now'this' is a Stippoſitiort 
that makes all the Powers of all Syſtems of mat 
ter, to depend not on their real Conftitutions, 
bue on our Ability, to coriceive "that they can 
have them ;'whereas there are innutnerable Pow- 
ers ſuper-added to ſolid: Subſtance, which we 
cannot conceive can be added to ' it, becauſe 
thoſe Syſtems of Matter, which have ther; come 
not under our obſervation and” notice.” "This 
muſt needsbe acknowledped by all, who'do not 
fancy that all Material Beings fall underitheir 
inſpetions, and chat they can take a Survey of 
every ons, of them. Moreover, we'catt con- 
ceive certain Powers to be ſuper-added to certain 
Syſtems of matter,” which- are not ſuper-added 
to them; of which, *a multitude of Inftatices 
might be given, there being ' nothing almoſt 
more common, than for Perſons to conceive 
that certain Syſtems of matter have ſuch Powers 
as they really have not. Thirdly, If the” f6tce 
of this Propoſition doth lie'in comparihg* the mo- 
difications of Matter with the modifications of Sound 
and inferring; that if tis modificarion of 'Sound 
can produce Seeing, that''then no modification 
of matter-cari produce Thinking, 'then'tlie term 

ET” D 4 How, 
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How, anc theſe.words, We can have no Concep- 
 8i60 are ſuper-numerary ; for it: they. cannot 
impart. any: (trength co either pare of. the Propo- 
ſition confidered abſglutely, they ,cannot - add 
_ any..weighe to the- compariſon, ; Leaving out 
therefore, thoſe words, the Propoſition is thus, 
*Any. modifications of - matter car.na- more pro- 
duce Thinking, than any modifications of found 
can produce Seeing. This Propoſition 1s.true, 
both the pars of ic areſo ; butthen it isnatany 
thing to the purpoſe, for which it was intended. 
| Tara it into an Hypothetical-Pcapoſition, that 
16may have the form or appearance:of an Argu- 
ment, -and itmuſt: run thus, If no modification 
of.- ſound. can produce Seeing,. thenno modifica- | 
tjon- of matter [can produce Thinking. Here 
both the. Antecedent and: Conſequent are true, 
but then.the Conſequence can never be proved ; 
there-15.na-connection between. the. Propoſition 
inferred, tho? it is true, and che Propoſition 
from which it/is-inferred, tho that alſo. is true. 
The reaſon why both the Antecedent and Con- 
lequent arg true, -is, ' becauſe no: modification 
can. produce an A& :,' And therefare, had the 
Propoſition; run. thus, If no modification can 
profucean At, then no modification of matter 
can; produce Thinking, then the conſequence 
had been: unexcep:ionable. But in the former 
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his, - tba. modincations cannot ac. but from 
ſygh;a fort. of modifications, as:could not produce 
the;A& ſpecified, fuppoſing that modifications 
cla lc produce Acts $ for if 9 modification could 
| | Es produce 
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prodace att AQ, a modification of matter might 
produce. . Thinking, tho' no modification "of 
a could produce Seeing, - But Thinking; arid | 
Seeing, being both Ads, they muſtfuppoſe Pow- 
ers, and the enquiry not being whether modt- 
; fications can ac, for it is paſt doubt that modiz 
- | fications cannot 2& : For not modifications,” 
ſubſtances fo and fo modified, or having "fach 
and ſuch Powers, are Agents, and do pfodbee 
Agts... The Propoſition will comme nearer to the 
ſubje& we are diſcourſing of, if it: be worded 
<1 If no modification of ſourid can produce'the 
power of ſeeing, then: no modification' of matter 
can produce the power of thinking. Now be- 
- | cauſe Ido not know what Notions foie Perſotis 
2 | May. have of modifications producing powers, of 
in- what ſenſe they may underftand'thoſe words, 
1 will ftate che preſent Enquiry as plainly' as I 
Can, and then contider this Propofition or Argu- 
ment more particularly. We are very ſenſible 
that it is the pleaſure © Almighty God, that'fo: 
lid ſubſtances being variouſly modified, ”ſhoull 
have ſeveral Powers, by which Powers they ire 
ficted and enabled to 60 ſeveral forts of 'As,”67 
produce various Effe&ts. The Enquiry: thers 
tore is, Whether it can be demonltratively'pro: 
ved chat it is, or is not the pleaſure of God, that 
matter being in a certain manner modified th al jt 
have a power of thinking,” whereby 'it' may©t 
enabled to think.? And to demonſtrate 'that:it is 
not the. pleaſure of God; :that' matrer;* however 
modified, ſhould. have a'powet of thinking ſu 
per-added co It. this: Argament is propoſed, 
Tur; if no modification: 'of found can produc 
ne 
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cthe power of ſeeing, then no modification of 
matter can produce the power of thinking. The 
ſenſe then of. this Argument muſt be this, If it 
is not the pleaſure of God, that a power of fee- 
ng ſhould be ſuper-added to ſound, what way 
ſoever it can be modified, -then it is not the plea- 
fare of God, . that a power of thinking ſhould 
be ſuper-added to matter, whatever way it can 
be modified. Now, this is. appatently fo un- 
concluding a Propoſition, I cannot think any 
Man will infilt on it, or pretend, that by modi- |; 
fications of ſound producing a power of ſeeihg, þ 
can be meant producing that power in it ſelf; | 
buc that, becauſe various modifications of found 
do produce various ſenſations in other things, |: 
therefore producing the power of ſeeing, muſt | 
be underſtood of producing it in other ſubject; | 
Let che Argument then, co its utmoſt advantape, [., 
run thus, If it is not the pleaſure of God, thar 4 
power of [eeing ſhould be ſuper. added upon any 
modification of lound, to thoſe ſubjes in which | 
the various modifications of ſotihd do ordinarily | 
produce certain ſenſations, then it is not. the 
Jleaſure of God that a power. of thinking ſhould 
be ſuper-added ta ſolid ſubſtance, in what man» 
ner foever it can be modified. That I may nei- 
ther . paſs over this Argument, without taking 


any. notice of it, nor yet bear too hard upon ir, 
L wi 
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only offer theſe three Conlider ations con- 
cerning it,. 1. That ſfuppofing the Argument to 
are any.ſtrength in it, it, would labour under 
his unhappineſs, . That it would' prove a great- 
deal ragre. than, it ſhould. 2. That Tuch a Rea: | 
ſon may be aligned, why no UTIIE T p 
* found|” 


* 
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found can produce Seeing, or why it is not the 
pleaſure of God that a pewer of ſeeing ſhould 
by ſuper-added upon any modification of ſound, 
ec. as the like cannot be affigned, that it is not 
" Jthe pleaſure of God, thar a'power of thinking 
 HHhould be fuper-added to matter upon its being * 
Jin a certain manner modified. 3. That we can- 
not argue regularly from the modifications of 
ſounds, to the modifications of matter. Firlt, 
That ſappoſing this Argument to have any 
ſtrength in it, it hath. coo much : Tt would la- 
fbour under this unhappineſs, That it would 
Prove. a great deal more than it ſhould, and 
quite over-turn the whole courſe and order of 
Nature, and the ordinary Providence of God |} 
fin the material World. For the Argument cat- : 
not be reſtrained and limited to the power of 
hinking, but muſt, and will reach, to all|pow- 
ers in matter, and ſo prove that it is not'the 
pleaſure of God, that any power ſhould be ſuper- 
added to matter, upon its being any way mo- 
died ; which, to me, has this found with it, 
That tho' it is the pleaſure of God, that matter 
may be varionſly modified, yet it is not the 
pleaſure of God that ic ſhonld have any power at 
all, z.e. Be capable of any Action. . Place any 
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other powers in the room of thoſe which are ne- 
med, the Argument will be every jot as good 
as it is, and the Propoſitions, of which it eon- 
ſiſts, will be every whit a5 true as they are with 
theſe'that are mentioned. And therefore T for- 
bear to refle& on the fundamental Error that 
£ prefſeth the Argument, and on that fauley Pre- 
q lumption this way of Arguingimports, in under- 
| taking 
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taking to determine what is, .or is not the plea-|en! 
ſure of God, without any either Real, or Verbal|Ih' 
Diſcovery from him, concerning it. ' Secondly;|9uc 
Such a Reaſon may be $fGgned why it is not the[G2: 
Pleaſure of God, that a power of Seeing ſhouldFo | 
be ſaper-added upon. any modification ot {ound,cati 


F \ * 


eo thoſe Subjes, in which the various modifi- by | 
cations of founds do uſually produce certain Sen- the! 
fations ; the like to which,  c:nnot be affigned,|'0 
Why it isnot the pleaſure of God that a powerſ# Þ 
of Thinking ſhould be ſuper-added co matter, |We 
upon its being ina certain manner modified, for|whi 
ſound, and the various modifications of it; are|cer1 
only Ideas in our Minds, and are in the Bodjes|10n 
we denominate from them, only powers to pro-|Þ&c 
duce thoſe Senſations in us, to which we give, 
the Names by which we call them. Loud,20 
Sbrill, &c. in Idea, are but che certain Bulk,jF42 
Figure and Motion, of the inſenfible parts in thef: 
Bodies themſelves, which cauſe thoſe SenſationsÞP! 
in us. They are but certain Powers, that-arefoÞ 
| In Bodies, by reaſon of the particular Conftitu.fan 
 Ttionsof their primary Qualities, | to operate afterP), 
a particular manner on one certain Senſe, or Or-p30 
gan of. Senſe, viz. The Ear, by agitating vari-P1UE 
ouſly the Animal Spirits, which are in that'Or-f cal 
oo duly diſpoſed to receive their impre(- diff 
ions... The ſame madification of matter may pe 
Produce in, ita power, which wilt produce in usP? 
different Senſations, , but by: operating 'on diffe-Futt 
rent .Organs of Senſe, fitted co receive its impreſ=P 
an .... One and,.the. ſame modification in che roT 


ks 


external Obje, may produce different EffectsFon 


or Senſations ift:us,. becauſe'it op exaterh on diffe- 


- 
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rent 


rent-Organs, adapted in us for different purpoſes. 
The various modifications of ſound cannot pro- 
duce in us ſeeing, becauſe it is the pleaſure of 
God, that 'the Ideas thoſe Bodies communicate 
to us,. which we call in general various modifi- 
ations of ſound, ſhould be conveighed to us not 
by the Eye, but only by the Ear, from whence 
they are diſtinguiſhed from thoſe 'Ideas we are 
to receive by our Eyes. We have in this matter 
a plain real diſcovery of the pleaſure of God, but 
we haye not the like in' the ' other caſe, about 
which the Argument I am ſpeaking of is con- 
cerned. But the true reaſon why no modifica- 
tion of ſound can produce a power of Seeing, Is 
becauſe neither ſound, nor any modification of 
it, can produce any power at all: They can no 
more produce a Power of Hearing, than they 
Kan a Power of Seeing. Lec the Organ of. 
{Hearing be diſordered, and have - no Animal - 
Spirits in it, that” can be agitated by external 
fObjects, no ſounds, nor modifications of ſound, 
can produce a Power of Hearing in'it. Third- 
ly, That we cannot argue regularly from the 
modifications of found, or of any ſenſible qua- 
flities- to the modifications of matter ; and the 
reaſon of this is evident, viz. Becauſe they do 
Kiffer Toro Czlo. The modifications of - founds,” 
are only. Ideas in our minds; the modifications” 
jof matter, are the real, but unknown Contfti- 
ations of things exifting in Nature. Tf there can 
Þe any room to argue concerning Thinking, 
From the modifications of Sound, it cannot be 
concerning the Power of Thinking, but only = 
bout the modifications of Thought. Thus, if 
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any Man ſhould offer any thing concerning th 
modifications of Thought, - ſo incoherent asthig di 
is, viz. That the modifications of found can 
produce Seeing, this obvious inconſiſtency ma 
to uſe of regularly enough, to convinc 
him, and others, of the Abſurdity and-Incohe 
rence of the: other Aſlertion. But to ſay: that 
* power of 'Thinking cannot be ſuper-added tothg 
ſubſtance of matter in any. caſe, becauſe th 
Ideas we receive only by one ſenſe, cannot 
by another ſenſe, hath no conneQon at all 
and is fo far from being a demonſtration, it 1 
not good ſenſe. In ſhort, the whole of this Ar4 
gument amounts to no more than'this, If ſecon- 
dary qualities cannot produce Powers (which i 
is certain they cannot) then God cannot; by-thi 
modification of its primary qualities, give Pow: 
ers tomatter ; whereas all the Powers of matter 
fo. far as we cany@blerve, depend on them, a 
their Source, Spring, and Original, by the Plea | 
face and Ordination of God, as: appears by the] 
whole Series: and Order of Nature and Provi- 
dence. Theſe words, Ie can have no more Con| 1 
ception how any "modification of matter can' produce 
Thinking, than we can, how' any modification" 0 
 Sownd- ſhould p produte Seeing; mull be underitoo 
ovine the Reality : of 'a Confkequent or 
Rifact; folow ing upon a:Syſtem of macter boing] 
fitly-diſpoked ar:: modified, : either | to receive 2 
- Kower which it had-not before, or to occaſior 
in a Subject- endowed with 2 certain| 
& to AR in a-certain manner upon certain 
eeſtons. -Now,' 1 concerve, ' it is paſt all] 
Subs, —_—— modifreatians af - matter ars 
neceflary 
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neceſſary to occaſion, if not produce, : certain 
different Acts in Subjects which are endued with 
Powersto exert thoſe different Acts, on different 
Occaſions, :tho' we may not know how thoſe 
different modifications of matters do occaſion 


” 


| or produce thoſe different As. And tho' no 


modifications of matter can produce Thinking 


inthe Syſtem of Matter, which. is che Subje& of 
thoſe modifications, yet a certain modification 


of matter, may be requiſite and neceſſary to the 
preparing and making a Syſtem of Matter meec 
co receive.a Power of Thinking. And I think 


it equally eaſie to conceive, how any modifica- 
| tion of Sound ſhould produce Seeing in the Bell, 


or Harp, &c. that makes the ſound, as how it 


| ſhould produce. Hearing in it. 


| is acknowledged very probable, that it is not the 


highe( | : 

| who: will oppole bim, oughe to take care, that 
| what they offer: be true demonſtration, other 
| wiſe all they ſay will be to no-purpoſe. - That 


& XX. © All Modifications of Matter are the 
ſame as to this point. Anſw. If it is not the 
pleaſure of God, that a Power of Thinking 


| thould be ſuper-added to our Idea of Matter, up- 


on-any modification of it, then all modifications 
of Matter are the ſame as to that point. And it 


pleaſure of God to ſuper-add a Power of Think- 
ing to matter any way modified. Yet bare 
ſaying, that all: modifications are the ſame as to 


that point, is not provingit-; and it is not pro-, 


| bable proof we are looking after, (tho' ſuch. hath 
| not yet came under conſideration) but demon- 


ſtrative proof. Mr. Lock {aich -we have the 
| | phe of probability ; thoſe therefare 
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| Powers, the ſeveral Objects we converſe with do 
Clearly demonſtrate. And we ſhall hardly 


unleſs we can give ſuch true Accounts of the na- 


rure of Matter, and the nature of Thought, as 
will demonſtrate that theſe two are incompatible 
which we cannot do, without underſtanding ex- 
atly in what the nature of each doth conlſift.. 
All Odfchtions of Matter are no more. the: 
lame, as to Matter having a Power of Thinking ' 
fuper-added to it, than they are theſame as to: 


Matter having an Immaterial Thinking Sub- 
ſtance joyned to it. And I believe all modifi- 


Matter being nt modified hath different: | ? 


be 
able to demonſtrate, that all modifications of mat- 
ter are the ſame, as to the power of Thinking, 
ell we attain to know what are all the Modifi- 
cations and Powers that Matter is capable of, | 


cations of Matter are not thought by this Reve- £OT, 


rend Author, to be the ſame as to this point ;: 
for if they be, a Thinking Rock, or a Thinking 
Poſt, Week! be every whit as intelligible as a 


Thinking Man. 


*-no Matter, by: modifying,  asi\be made to 
* Think by ict. Anſw. This is Afﬀirming, ' but 


not Demonſtrating. That Matter * ſhould be | 
modifying it, 4s alcogether 

_ unintelligible, and impoſſible ;. for let it be mo-: 
 dify/@ever {o many ways, it will: ftill be Mac- 
ter.' Tt may be proved Demonſtratively, thac 


made no Matter by 


Marter cannot be: made no Matter, by modi- 


fying it ; and if demonſtcative proof were pro-- 
_ ciiced} that Matter,” however | modify'd;; can«: 
not hare a Power: of TRE the Diſpute 


 would® 


'$XXI. © And Matter may 25 well be made © 


"Tas 


| Would @F at an end. Bur chat Matter, under 4 2 
certain modification, ſhould think, when 


+. 


Power of Thinking is ſuper-added to it, is cons 
ſiſtent enough, - and as intelligible, as that ic 
| ſhould exert any other A&, when it hath a 
Power . ſuper-added to it, to exert that AR, 


any modifications, that are proper to it conſi- 
dered barely as Matter, tho' by ſome of theſe 


and made fit to have a Power of Thinking fuper- 
Jadded to it, by which it ſhall be znabib to 
think. This Power of Thinking is not proper 
or peculiar to material Subſtance ; nor can we 
prove demonſtratively that it is {o © Intnaterial 
Subſtance ; but for any thing we know co the 


one an to the other. For if the ſame Subſtance 
may be ſo modified as to be ſometimes macterial, 
and ſometimes immaterial, (as is granted :n his 


may have the Power of Thinking, When it is 
material, as when it is immaterial: For as the 


material Subſtance, doth not make it ceafe to 


Irial ; tho'being ſuper-added ro both, it makes 


of them could be without it. | 
$ XXII. © This is juſt as if a Man ſhould 
* maintain, That tho? all Immaterial Subftan- 


* 695 are not extended and diviſible, yet ſong 
£ 0 


Ir is not faid that Matter is made to think by 


modifications of the Subſtance, which we know 
hot, it may, for ought we know, be diſpoſed 


contrary, it may be ſuper-added both to the. 


very Diſpute) it is not impoſtible oO ſuppoſe = 


Power of Thinking, when ſ{uper-added to Tm- . 


be Immaterial, fo being ſuper-added to material 
Subſtance, it Joth not make it ceaſe to be mate- 


both to be Spiritual Subttances, which neither 


$404 
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© one of thoſe ſorts. It is not made either the 
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« may ſuper-add to them a Faculty of  Exten- 
* ſion and Divilibility 5 for Immaterial Subſtan- 
*© ces may become Diviſible and Material by the 
©« fame Philolophy, by which we may con- 


_* cludethat Matter may Think ; which is the | 

_ ©* {ame thing as to become Immaterial, and to | 
* ſurpaſs all the Powers and Capacities of Mat-| 
© ter. Anſw. Our Author is here got as far| ; 


from his point as he was before, when upon 
_the Modifications of Sound ; for here he is gone 


from the Modifications of Matter, tothe Tranſ-| 


mutation of Subſtances. That I may do this 
Paragraph, ' and the Point difcourſed of, what 


Conſideration concerning the: Subje&t of our 


great miſtake of thoſe who write againſt- what 
Mr. Lock hath ſaid concerning it. 3. Take no- 


tice of fome miſtakes in this Paragraph. Firſt, I ; 


will propoſe one Conſideration concerning the 
Subject of our Diſcourſe, viz. That the Power 
of Thinking being a Power ſuper-added to Sub- 
. tance, and all Subſtance being either Material 


Righe I can in a few words, I will, x. Offer one| 


Diſcourſe. 2. Shew what I apprehend is the[ 


or” Immaterial, the Subſtance to which this 
Power of Thinking is ſuper-added muſt be o 


one or'the other, by having that Power ſuper- 
added:toit 5; tho' being ſuper-added., it make 
the: Subſtance, to which it is ſuper-added, Spi- 
Titual Subſtance. As the Power of producin 

 1n any Senſitive Animal the Idea of Blueneſs or 


Acidity,  or-any other diſtinct Power being] 


luper-added to any ſolid Subſtance, doth no 
mak 


. make that Subſtance Matrer, but only makes it 
to be a Subſtance to which ſuch a Denomina- 
tion will belong, as doth ariſe from' its having 
{ſuch a Power ſuper-added to it, when the Sub- 
ſtance is conſidered preciſely as having chat 
Power. The preciſe Denomination to be added 


to Subſtance, upon its having any Power ſuper- 
added to it, 1s to be taken from the Power which 


is ſuper-added to ic, without conſidering what 
other Power that Subſtance hath ; from which it 


will be denominaczd, when confiderd as having 


that Power, If it be faid, that to be Immate- 
rial, and to Think, be the ſame, that is not crae, 
for the Negation of one Modification in Sub- 
ftance, viz. Solidity, is not the Poſition of ano- 
ther Modification in Subſtance, viz Thought. 
 Immaterial Subſtance is alike capable of having 
Solidity, or Thought, or both thoſe Modifica- 
tions, or any other Modifications ſuper-added to 
it, which it ſhall pleaſe God to ſuper-add to it. 
Perhaps, itwill be ſaid, that the ſame Subſtance 
has indeed a Power, or is capable of Thought, 
or of Solidity, whenever God pleaſes to beſtow 
either of them on it, buc that God cannot give 
Solidity, and Thought, to any Subſtance both 
rogether. Now, this is the very Queſtion in 
Debate, and remains to be demonſtrated. It it 
| be ſaid chat Aqual Thinking is to Immaterial 


Subſtance as Actual Solidity is to Material Sub- 


ſtance, inſeparable from ic, theſe two things are 
to demonſtrated, 1. That God has crea- 
ted any Subſtances that muſt bealwaysin Action, 
or eMe ceaſe to be Subſtances, z. e. Subſtances of 
ſuch a nature, from which God cannot take 

E 2 away 
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Solidicy has to Mater1al. 


them Macter1al ? 


C9) 
away the Aion they have, without deſtroying . 
the Subſtance it ſelf; or that God hath created 


a Subſtance that muſt always Think, for Think-_ 
Ing 1s an Action. 


2. That if it be ſo, how it 
will collow irom thence, that becauſe God nas 
made fome Subſtances not Solid which Think 
always, therefore he' cannot give to Subſtances, 
that have the Modification of Soiidiry, a Power 
to Think iometimes. Solidity, and Thinking, 
are evidently diſtin& Ideas, and we not know- 
ing what Modifications may be fuper-added to 


our Idea of Subſtance without Solidicy, cannot 


prove that every Immaterial Subſtance has the 
Modification of ' Thinking: ſuper-added to it ; 
and therefore we cannot prove that it has the 
fame proportion to Immaterial Subſtance, that 


know that ſome Immaterial Subſtances have the 
Power of Thinking, I anſwer, true. 
we thence demonſtratively inſer, that the Power 
of Thinking cannot be ſuper: added to any Ma- 
terial Subltances without making them Immate- 
rial ? We know thac Mobilicy is ſuper-added to 
ſome Material Syſtems, can we thence demon- 
ſtratively infer, that Mobility cannot be ſuper- 
added to Wdrnaerial Soubltances, withour aki 


4 XXUL. Secondly, 1 will mention what I 
apprehend is the Grand miſtake of thoſe who 


argue againft what Mr. Lock hath ſaid concern-| 
ing this Point. 


Their Diſcourſes ſeem to inti- 


mate,” that they think that there are but two 


forts of Modification which can be fuper-added| 


ro our General Idea of Subſtance, viz. Solidi- 


If it be ſaid; Bat we 


But can 
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ty, and Thinking. Hence I conceive it is, that 
they make Immaterial, and the Power of Thinking, 
toſtand for the ſame Idea ; and that they are 1o 
poſinve, chat ſhould a Power of Thinking be 
ſuper-added to Matter, Matter would. be made 
no Matter ; and that ſome, with.an exprels re- 
jeting of the conſideration of modified Matter, 
do ask, Can Matter Think 2 Which Queition 
ſo put, ſeems to me, to be in other words, Unis, 
15 Solidity, Thinking ? If Matter can Tiunks 
It 15 not by virtue of Solidity, but by virtue of 
ſuch a Power ſuper- added to the Subſtance,under 
a Certain Modification. that it may Think, tho' 


it be Solid. If the Power of "Thinking can be. 


ſuper-added to Matter, it is not the Power or 
Modification which can Think, but that to 
which the Modification or Power is ſuper-added, 
viz. The Subſtance which has che Modification 
of Solidity. To ask therefore, whether Matter 
can Think, and at the ſame time expreſly ex- 
clude all conſideration of the Power of Thinking, 
is to ask whether Subſtance can "Think by the 
ſole virtue of Solidity 2 Or whether the Power 
of Thinking is included in our Idea of Solidity ? 
Which is much what, as to ask whether Sub- 
ſtance can produce that A& by virtue of one 


Power, ' which it cannot produce but by virtue 


of another. What occaſion can there be to ask 


ſuch a queſtion, unleſs it proceed from an opi- 


nion that Subſtance, having the Moditication 
of Solidity, cannot have any other Power ſuper- 
added to ir, but what muſt depend upon its So- 
lidity ? For if it can, and amongſt others this of 


Thinking, then tho' ſolid Subſtance cannot think 
Eq meerly 
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ftance, it would make it Subſtance with motion. 
Subſtance, 5. e. Material and Immaterial do. 


of Solidity, or of Thinking, by reaſon of its 


«other modifications, it would be a {ubltance with 
Solidity, Mobility, and che Power of Thinking. 


meerly as ic is Solid, yet having the Power of 


Fhinking ſuper-add-d to it, ic may think. How 


many forts of modifications can' be ſuper-added 
to our Idea of Subfiance, ſurpatſes our compre- 
henſion, but any modification ſuper- added to it, 
will entitle it to a denomination anſwerable to 
that modification 5 and that denomination, to- 
gether with another Name, or with words fig- 
nifying a denial of it, added to ſubſtance, will 
as pertedtly divide ſubſtance. as the Terms Ma- 


terial and Immaterial do. Upon another modi- 


fication being ſuper-added to either of thoſe kinds 
of ſubſtances, another denomination will belong 
to it, when conſidered meerly- with relation to 
that modification. Should the modification of 
Motion be alone ſuper-added to our Idea of {ub- 


And Mobile and Immobile Subltance, would as 
perfe&tly divide Subſtance, as folid and unſolid 


This Mobile Subſtance could not certainly be 
concluded by us to have ei:her the modification 


Mobility. Shouid Mobility be ſuper-added to 
a ſubſtance, which hath the modification of So- 
lidity, ic would be a ſubſtance with Solidity and 
Mobility. Should the modification of Thinkin 

be ſuper-added id a Subſtance which hath thoſe 


That which would move, and think, would be 
Mateer, or folid Subſtance ; the ſuper-adding of 
the modification of Thinking, would not de- 
ftroy the other modifications; that which _— 
nin 
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think would be Matter, as well as that which 


would move : For the modification could nor 
think, but tiiat which had the modification of 


Solidity, viz, The Subttance. We are ſenſible 
that it is the pleaſure of God, that various Pow- 


ers ſhould be ſuper added to (olid Subſtance, up- 


on its being variouſly diſpoſed or mocify'd. How 


many the Powers be, which irc is the pleaſure of 


God ſhall be ſaper-added to our Idea of Macter, 
upon its being variouſly diſpoſed, we cannot tel). 
Hereupon this Queſtion is put, whether it is the 
pleaſure of God, chat the modification or power 
of Thinking ſhall be S415 to fome Sy- 
ſtems of Matter ficly diſpoſed 2 Mr. Lock faith, 
'The Queſtion is too abſtruſe and difficule for us 
to relolve demonſtratively. In oppoſition to 


this, or to prove the contrary, it 15 ask'd whether. 


Matter, wichout any regard to modifications, can 
think? Now can this import any thing elſe,chan 
either that the ſuper-adding of modifications, to 
our Idea of Matter, ſignifies not any thing to 
Macter's producing certain Ads, or that no mo- 


difications can be ſuper-added to our Idea of 


Matter 2 If modifications can be ſuper-added, 
neither this Queſtion, nor the Anſwer that be- 
longs to it, can contribute any thing to the pro- 
ving that the modification of Thinking cannot 
be ſuperadded to our Idea of Matter. 


C XXIV. Thirdly, will mention ſome of the 


-miſtakes which may be obſerved in the - Para- 


graph before ſet down. Firſt, It ſuppoſes ſeveral 


things, every one of which is wrong, as r. The 


words referring equally to both'the parts of the 
lentence which goes a before _ 
| : = 
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effect, that matter may, by modifying, be made 
' no matter; for which there is not - any 
ground, but a miſtaken Imagination. - 2. It ſup- 
poſes that it hath been demonſtratively proved, 
that the modification of thinking cannot be ſu- 
peradded to a ſolid ſubſtance. 3. That it is as 


Intelligible, that Immateriality may be ſuper- 
_ added to our Idea of Matter, as that that modi-_ 


fication, which makes ſubſtance to be matter, 
may be ſuper-added to our Idea of ſubſtance. 
4. That Mr. Lock concludes, that the modifica- 
tion of Thinking may be ſuper-added to matter, 
whereas he ſaith it cannot be demonſtratively 


concluded. 5. ThatImmaterial, in the ſtricteſt. 


ſenſe of that Term, as contradiſtinguiſhed from 
matter, (for ſo the word is to be underſtood in 
the preſent Diſpute) and the Power of Thinking, 
ſtand for the ſame Idea. 6. That we can know 
all the modifications or powers Matter is capable 
of; for without that, we cannot know what 
ſurpaſſes all the Powers and Capacities of Matter, 


except What is a contradiction. to our Idea of | 
Matter, which a Power of Thinking cannot |. 


be proved to be, by bare ſaying, That Immate- 
rial, and a Power of Thinking, are the fame. 
In ſhort, the point is thus: We have full Con- 
viction that there is a Power of Thinking in ſome 
Syſtems of Matter. Hereupon a Queſtion ari- 
ſes, Whether this modification of Thinking be 
the modification of the ſame ſubſtance that has 
the modification of Solidity, or the modifica- 
tion of another Subſtance, which not —_—_ 


E 


and taking them to be the ſame in ſenſe, tho! 
 _ different in words, ſuppoſe Mr. Lock to ſay, in 
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jid, is united to the material ſubſiance 2 Some 


an{wer it is a modification of the ſubſtance of 


that matter ; others anſwer it ' is a modification 
of an Immarerial ſubſtance, joyned to thoſe Sy- 
ftems of Matter, Mr. Lock ſaith the Queſtion 
cannot. be demonſtratively determined, but 


that the higheſt degree of probabilicy is on their 


ſide, who fay it is a modification of an immate- 
rial ſubſtance, This diſpleaſes: Therefore to 
| demonſtrate that a Power of Thinking cannot 
be ſ{uper-added to our Idza of Matter, or be a 
modification of Matter, we are told that Im- 
material, and a Power of Thinking, are the ſame 
Idea ; and that a Power of Thinking cannot be 
ſuper-added to our Idea of matter, but matter 
| muſt be made Immaterial, or no matter. Now, 
_ | It is moſt evident, that Immaterial, and « Power 
of Thinking, are as diſtinct Ideas, as Material and 


Immaterial be. And that ſhould Matter be made 


no Matter, or be changed into Immateriyl Sub- 
ſtance, Subſtance would . only loſe that modifie 
cation which made it matter, /and that it could 
not think till the modification or power of think- 
ing ſhould be ſuperadded to it. Secondly, The 
- | Inſtance propoſed in this Paragraph.is not right- 
ly ſtated : If we would propoſe a Cale concern- 


ing Immaterial Subſtances, that ſhould be pa- 


rallel to that which hath been under our conſide- 


ration, we ſhould firſt fix on ſome poſitive modi- - 


fication, which is as eſlential to all Subſtances 
which haye not the modification of Solidity, as 


Salidity is to all thoſe which are material. To 


ſay, the modification of Thinking is ſo, is but 
ſajing. How can we know that eyery ſubſtance 


that 


« 3287 f 7A _ So HE ks Ae. _ 4s m_ IN US Mn A _ - —— . 
BFA og OT LOR FOYER TORO lll - - E bes tl EEE, OR EO OY ot > OE GE TO ; ; ated EET ta To are od benedttale I I 
es YL Ny RE 4. ; ESRD he EO A REES Fr HO LS A 72 ar BS a = 4 Eg Tits {EEG ED 1h, 4a FM AS none es EE nb RET” - OY Pre 
| : Mi - , 3 4 KEE ko het 627 4 TH 1 WO ba? I  EIERES Ede Note t 2 bs hes 4 Ee es TE EL Fo BS 4 4%. ious - ” M7 > #7" 8p oy , 
*S * "= 3 % < _ . ; VEE IEEE a a 4 Bog Pole”; TY [ bh hn 2 Nb t 
, F *, © 
% 
5 ». 
5 
- 


that is not ſolid, hath the power of thinking ſu- | ? 
per-added to it ? Having fixed on this modifica- | * 
tion, we ſhould fix on another modification, | ” 
that the Queſtion being propoſed, Whether ic is | £ 
2 modification of immaterial ſubſtance, or no ?. | © 
More probable Arguments mighe be produced | \ 
on the one fide than on the other, but no de- | 7 
monſtrative proof could be brought either way. | © 
If in this caſe, ſome ſhouid be poſitive that ic | 
3s a modification of Immaterial Subſtance, and [: 
the higheſt probabiliry was on their ſide, others | Y 
ſhould be as peremptory on the other fide; and f 
at laſt, a Perſon of greater Conſideration and | © 
Temper, ſhould fiy the point does not admit of fi 
any demonſtrative proof, but probability carries ſi 
ie for them, who ſay, it is a modification of Im- el 
material ſubſtance, and that therefore' we muſt | V 
leave the pointe (till demonſirative proof can be I 
produced one way or other) as God hath Jaid | © 
it before us, and follow, and be contented with | © 
probability, whilſt God is not pleaſed to afford | 1! 
V 


us any greater Light concerning it;what damage 
would any way redound from this perſons ſay- | 3 
ing thus 2 Would that Wiſe, Prudent, and Good 
Man, and Lover of Truth, deſerve to be evilly 
retieted on, becauſe he would check Peoples 
vain Curiofity, convince the Materialiſts that 
they fight againſt the higheſt degrees of Proba- 
bility, and put others in mind that they ſhould 
not 'give the Adverſaries to a good Cauſe, the 
Advantages they do, by preſuming to know 
more of the point, than it is thepleaſure of God 
they ſhould know of it in this imperfe& Eſtate ? 
I ſpeak not this with reſpe&t to the Reverend 

Mr. 
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Mr. Zenkin, (who concludes his Diſcourfe with 


| | theſe words, But tho' I have, upon this occaſion, 


mentioned thu Gentleman here, yet it would be a 


| great injury done him, to-rank him with the Authors 
| of the Oracles of Reaſon) but fome other Writers, 


who have on this occaſion Indulged a Licentiouf- 
neſs, which Moral Heathens would be aſhamed 


.| of. - Thirdly, There is not any thing in this Pa- 


ragraph, nor in all that this Learned Author hath 
faid, with relation to what Mr. Lock hath deli- 


vered, that can any more prove that the modt-' 
fication of Thinking cannot be ſuper-added to 


our Idea of Matter, than ic can that other modi- 
fications cantiat be ſuper-added to it. For In- 
ſtance, Let a Perſon, who hath a mind to affirm 


| that the modification, or power of active mo- 
| ving, or motivity, cannot be ſtper-added to our 


Idea of Matter, but that it is a modification pe» 
Cculiar to Immaterial Subſtance, place a power 
of moving in this, and the foregoing Sentences, 
in the room of a power of Thinking, and thoſe 
very words will as fully demonſtrate his point, 
as they do the other. 

$XXV. That which may be regularly de- 
duced from the paſſage in Mr. Lock's Eſſay of 
Humane Under/tanding before quoted, and oa 


which ſo many have chought fit to reflect, is thus, 


That People ſhould not pretend a demonlltrative 
certainty concerning Things, which cannot be _ 
demonſtratively proved ; which 1s a very great 
Tcuth, \and which would be of extraordinary 
good uſe, would People ſtrialy and rigidly go- 
vern themſelves by ic. The greateſt Service chac 
Can be done to Truth and Godlixeſs, is to preſerve 
aur. 
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Faith haye its juſt ſcope. I very much queſtion, 
whether any thing can give. bad Men-greater 
advantage in their endeavouring to pramote 
Scepticiſm, and in their oppoſing and talking 
againlt the Articles of the Chriſtian Faith, than. 
Chriſtians, and eſpecially Divines, - or Clergy- 
mens detracting any way from .the Credibility of 
Dvvine Teſtimony, ' and making an Oftentation. of 
knowing Things which God hath placed per- 
ie&ly out of Humane reach; And treating others 
{currilonfly, who are more modeſt, and more 
inquiſitive than themſelyes, becauſe they will 
. not acknowledge that the Truth of certain Pro- 
poſitions can be demonſtrated, meerly:becauſe 
they | lay, They £an, tho! they will not be pre- | 
vailed with, tobe at the pains to demonſtrate. | 
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Paec 2, 1. 33. for Natural r. Material. p. 12.1. 10: ir.Con- 
* i 'fiftent. p. 13.1. It; r; Revelation, p. 16. 1,27,1; pretended. 
P«1 7. 1: 18. r. knowledge, p. 22. 1, 2c. after 2ny.r, meer. p. 3s 
1.. 29. after7ho' r. not. p. 33. 1. 10. I. Subſtance. Þ. 46. 1. Fs 
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